





THE INFLUENCE OF AUTONOMY-SUPPORTIVE, STUDENT-CENTERED 
TEACHING ON STUDENT ENGAGEMENT: A MIXED-METHODS STUDY 
by 
Elana Weissman  
A dissertation submitted to Johns Hopkins University in conformity with the 
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Education 
 















 Elementary school students in a Jewish day school are reporting significantly 
lower levels of engagement in their Judaic Studies learning than in their General Studies 
learning. The problem of Jewish day school students’ limited engagement in Judaic 
Studies extends beyond the scope of this particular school context. Scholars and 
practitioners of Jewish education criticize the current approach to day school education as 
being focused on transmission of tradition, to the exclusion of a focus on cultivating a 
meaningful and personally relevant learning environment. Findings from a needs 
assessment suggest that teachers’ predominantly traditional, teacher-centered 
instructional approach contributes to students’ lower levels of engagement in Judaic 
Studies. This research investigates the influence of an autonomy-supportive and student-
centered approach to teaching a unit of Bible on third and fourth-grade students’ 
engagement in learning, skill development, and content knowledge. Results indicate that 
students in the treatment groups were significantly more engaged in learning than 
students in control groups at both intervals of testing. There were no increases in 
engagement over time within treatment or control groups. All students achieved 
equivalent levels of skill development and content knowledge. The research suggests the 
importance of designing Judaics instruction in an autonomy-supportive and student-
centered approach.  
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But what is the true type of education?  
It is like the art of the gardener under whose care  
a thousand trees blossom and grow.  
He contributes nothing to their actual growth;  
the principle of growth lies in the trees themselves.  
He plants and waters... 
-Pestalozzi, 1818 
------------ 
Rav Nachman Bar Yitzchak said, "Why are words of Torah compared to wood (a tree), as 
it is said (Proverbs 3:18), 'It is a tree of life for them that hold on to it?' To say to you 
[that] just as [in the case of] wood, a small [piece of] wood kindles the large [one]; so too 
small Torah scholars sharpen the great ones." And this is that which Rabbi Chanina said, 
"I have learned a lot from my teachers, and from my friends more than from my teachers; 
but from my students more than all of them.” 





Low Engagement in Judaic Studies: A Problem of Disaffected Learning 
Elementary school students at Kehillah Day School (KDS) report significantly 
lower levels of engagement in Judaic Studies learning than in General Studies learning 
(Weissman, 2017). Low levels of engagement in Judaic Studies may weaken students’ 
skill development and content knowledge in Judaic Studies, can reflect an absence of 
enthusiasm about their Jewish practice and identity, and can deter the school’s fulfillment 
of its mission (Janosz, 2012; Reyes, Brackett, Rivers, White, & Salovey, 2012). The 
problem of Jewish day school students’ limited engagement in Judaic Studies extends 
beyond the scope of this particular school context. Scholars and practitioners of Jewish 
education criticize the current approach to day school education as being focused on 
transmission of tradition, to the exclusion of a focus on cultivating a meaningful and 
personally relevant learning environment (Goodman & Katzew, 2011; Krakowski, 2011; 
Woocher, 2012). The findings at KDS reflect the broader challenge of providing a Jewish 
day school education that authentically engages students in their Jewish learning and 
identity formation.  
Defining Engagement, Disengagement, and Disaffection in Learning 
Student engagement is a dynamic and interactional “meta-construct” (Fredricks, 
Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004, p.60) that encompasses multiple dimensions of a student’s 
active involvement and psychological investment in learning and achievement 
(Archambault & Dupéré, 2017; Saeed & Zyngier, 2012). Engagement and disengagement 
in learning are proximal processes that shape students’ academic, emotional, and physical 
well-being and development (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Skinner, Kindermann, Connell, &  
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Wellborn, 2009). The many factors contributing to a student’s engagement or 
disengagement span the societal, familial, school, classroom, and individual contexts (Cai 
& Liem, 2017; Furrer, Skinner, & Pitzer, 2014; Scott, Hirn, & Alter, 2014). As children 
enter elementary school, the classroom context becomes the predominant influence in 
cultivating or limiting students’ engagement with learning, and in this study’s context of 
interest, encourages or discourages students’ engagement with Judaic studies learning 
and religious identity development (Cohen-Malayev, Schachter, & Rich, 2014; Irvin, 
Meece, Byun, Farmer, & Hutchins, 2011).  Within this microsystem, a teacher is the 
mediating force who initiates and regulates student motivation, or who undermines a 
child’s active and enthusiastic investment in learning engagement (Brophy, 2013; Jang, 
Reeve, & Deci, 2010; Scott et al., 2014). The current study explores the interactional, 
individual, and school factors that contribute to a student’s engagement or disaffection 
with learning (Park, Gunderson, Tsukayama, Levine, & Beilock, 2016; Patrick, Skinner, 
& Connell, 1993).   
It is essential to understand the construct of disaffection as it relates to the 
constructs of engagement and disengagement. Skinner et al. (2009) argue that defining 
disengagement as the opposite of engagement leads to a misleading narrow view of 
disengagement as the absence of effort or persistence and the presence of apathy, 
passivity, and learned helplessness. The construct of disaffection, in contrast to 
disengagement, more broadly encompasses reactions and emotions that may come from a 
student’s experience of boredom, coercion, exclusion, or helplessness. While a student’s 
experience of disaffection may in fact lead to disengagement, it is possible that 
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disaffected students are being overlooked if they are not demonstrating the more extreme 
behaviors of disengagement.  
Theoretical Framework 
 Theories of motivation and engagement offer various lenses to understand what 
drives a person to exert sustained effort, enthusiasm, and psychological investment in 
pursuing and accomplishing a task or goal. When applying theories of engagement and 
motivation to education, research explores both what drives students to sustain energized 
effort and psychological investment in their learning, and what teachers and schools can 
do to support this effort and investment (Anderman, Austin, & Johnson, 2002; Connell & 
Wellborn, 1990; McCormick & Plucker, 2013; Reeve & Halusic, 2009; Wigfield & 
Eccles, 2000). Self-determination theory (SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 
2000), the primary theoretical framework for the current study, proposes that human 
beings, throughout their entire lifetime, are naturally inclined to pursue their innate 
psychological needs of competence, autonomy, and relatedness. Competence is the 
degree to which a person is able to exercise their capacities, achieve an outcome, and thus 
feel successful (Ryan & Deci, 2013). Autonomy is the ability to initiate and regulate one’s 
own actions by one’s own volition (Ryan & Deci, 2013). Relatedness is the feeling of 
connectedness within a given social context, whereby a person feels fully and securely 
accepted by and connected to others. When the needs of competence, autonomy, and 
relatedness are fulfilled, human beings develop adaptively, feel intrinsically motivated, 
and engage optimally in achieving goals and sustaining positive relationships (Deci & 




Needs Assessment Findings: Teacher-Centered Instructional Practices 
 Findings from a needs assessment at KDS (Weissman, 2017) suggest that 
teachers’ predominantly traditional, teacher-centered instructional approach contributes 
to students’ lower levels of engagement in Judaic Studies. With research indicating that 
student’s self-perceptions of competence, autonomy, and belonging in the classroom 
environment positively impact their engagement in learning, the question of what 
instructional practices and what types of learning environment mediate this relationship is 
critical to explore (Dupont, Galand, Nils, & Hospel, , 2014; Jang et al., 2010; Skinner et 
al., 2009). Research points to the significant disadvantages of a teacher-centered, 
controlling learning environment and to the positive outcomes of classroom environments 
with student-centered teaching and learning practices (Hood-Cattaneo, 2017; Lin-Siegler, 
Dweck, & Cohen, 2016; McCormick & Plucker, 2013).  
Student-centered Learning Environments 
 A student-centered environment embodies a group of instructional strategies 
whereby students build their own learning experiences and “reconstruct knowledge 
dynamically in an open-ended learning environment” (Lee & Hannafin, 2016, p. 708). 
Implicit in this approach is the teacher’s provision of autonomy-support, whereby a 
teacher listens to and considers student input, offers feedback that is informative in 
addition to summative and evaluative, designs challenging and relevant learning 
activities, and provides students with choice about the process or content of their learning 
(Cheon, Reeve, Lee, & Lee, 2018; Deci et al., 1991; Jang et al., 2010). Within an 
autonomy-supportive, student-centered (AS/SC) learning environment, a teacher 
functions as a facilitator and guide, rather than as an authoritative expert only providing 
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direct instruction. AS/SC teaching and learning is evidenced to increase student 
motivation, engagement, and attitudes towards learning, in addition to strengthening 
students’ concept mastery, knowledge retention, and content transferability (Barron & 
Darling-Hammond, 2008; Hood-Cattaneo, 2017; Lattimer & Riordan, 2011; Taboada 
Barber, Buehl, & Beck, 2017; Whitlock & Brugar, 2017). 
 Although the research on best instructional practices in religious education is 
limited, literature supports a student-centered approach to religious education, while also 
recognizing the pull that exists between such a pedagogy and the authoritative discourse 
approach to religious education, where teachers prioritize the transmission of dogmatic 
religious knowledge to their students (Hassenfeld, 2017; Holtz; 2003; Hyde, 2010; 
Vermeer, 2012). This tension is present within the research on Jewish education, where 
scholars point to the importance of literacy and transmission of Jewish knowledge 
alongside the deeply embedded values of questioning and critique within the Jewish 
tradition (Hassenfeld, 2017; Holtz, 2003; Rosenak, 2003). Holtz (2003), one of the 
foremost scholars on the pedagogy of Jewish texts, argues that while Jewish educators are 
“deeply involved in the enterprise of cultural transmission” (p.37), and as such, are 
charged with the responsibility to transmit a body of knowledge and specific 
competencies to their students, they are simultaneously responsible for providing students 
with the experience of engaging and interacting with the ideas, concepts, and traditions 
they are teaching. The current study addresses this tension in considering the problem of 
comparatively low engagement in Judaic Studies as a result of teacher-centered, 





 The author focused the intervention specifically on the Bible Studies component 
of the school’s Judaic Studies curriculum. A teacher-centered, transmissive pedagogic 
approach whereby religious knowledge and content is authoritatively provided to students 
through direct, lecture-style instruction and through an emphasis on rote memorization 
limits students’ perceptions of their competence and autonomy (Barron & Darling-
Hammond, 2008). As such, any intervention to address the low levels of engagement in 
Judaic Studies will need to focus on designing a learning environment and instructional 
approach in Judaic Studies to foster students’ sense of competence and autonomy. The 
current study involved the implementation of an AS/SC pedagogic approach to Judaic 
Studies. In focusing the intervention on Bible Studies, the author explored whether 
students’ engagement as well as in skill development and content knowledge differed 
when learn a Bible unit through an AS/SC approach in comparison to a traditional, 
teacher-centered approach.  
 In the 2018-2019 school year, participating teachers in third and fourth-grade 
implemented a unit of their Bible curriculum through an AS/SC approach. The author 
utilized a mixed-methods embedded non-equivalent comparison group design, in which 
participating teachers and their students comprised the treatment group, and the non-
participating teachers and students served as the control group (Newcomer, Hatry, & 
Wholey, 2010). At the conclusion of the intervention, students in control and treatment 
groups completed the same teacher-designed, standardized grade-level assessment to 
demonstrate their skill development and content knowledge. All student participants also 
completed the Engagement versus Disaffection in Learning, Student Report (Skinner, 
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Furrer, Marchand, & Kindermann, 2008) to measure their levels of engagement in 
learning Bible.  
Major Conclusions 
Findings indicate that students in the treatment group were significantly more 
engaged than students in the control group. There was no statistically significant 
difference in the levels of engagement within-subjects over time. Treatment groups 
reported significantly higher levels of emotional engagement at both pre-test and post-test 
and higher behavioral engagement and lower emotional disaffection at the post-test in 
comparison to the control group. Although the engagement trended downward overall 
during the intervention, an AS/SC approach may have sustained higher levels of 
behavioral and emotional engagement in the treatment group than what may have been if 
students had learned through a traditional, teacher-centered approach. Findings revealed 
that students in control and treatment groups did not differ in their levels of skill 
development and content knowledge as assessed at the end of the unit.  
Recommendations 
 Based on the findings of the current study, it is worthwhile to consider the ways in 
which an AS/SC approach to instruction can benefit students, in particular, in Judaic 










A foundational purpose of the Kehillah Day School (KDS), a Jewish 
coeducational K-12, is to foster students’ deep commitment to and knowledge of Jewish 
practice, substantial Judaic literacy and Hebrew language fluency (School Mission 
Statement, 2016). These goals align with the overarching aims of the nearly 900 other 
Jewish day schools in the United States, which seek to provide a values-based dual-
curriculum education to Jewish children, whereby students will develop a breadth and 
depth of Jewish knowledge along with the skills necessary to access Jewish texts and 
participate in Jewish ritual life (Hassenfeld, 2018; Krakowski, 2011; Rosenak, 2003; 
Schick, 2014). In offering both a secular and Judaic education, Jewish day schools in 
America foster students’ identities as Americans and Jews. (Pomson, 2011).  
Problem of Practice 
Elementary school students at KDS report significantly lower levels of 
engagement in Judaic Studies learning than in General Studies learning (Weissman, 
2017). Within this context, General Studies is taught during the first 60% of the school, 
and includes math, language arts, social studies, and science. Judaic Studies is taught in 
the latter 40% of the day, and includes instruction of Hebrew language, Bible, prayer, and 
Jewish holidays and culture. Low levels of engagement in Judaic Studies may weaken 
students’ skill development and content knowledge in Judaic Studies, can reflect an 
absence of enthusiasm about their Jewish practice and identity, and can deter the school’s 
fulfillment of its mission (Janosz, 2012; Reyes et al., 2012). The problem of Jewish day 
school students’ limited engagement in Judaic Studies extends beyond the scope of this 
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particular school context. Scholars and practitioners of Jewish education criticize the 
current approach to day school education as being focused on transmission of tradition, to 
the exclusion of a focus on cultivating a meaningful and personally relevant learning 
environment (Goodman & Katzew, 2011; Krakowski, 2011; Woocher, 2012). The 
findings at KDS reflect the broader challenge of providing a Jewish day school education 
that authentically engages students in their Jewish learning and identity formation.  
Goals of Jewish Day School Education 
While it is not yet clear what particular factors are at play in engaging students in 
Jewish day school education specifically, there is a pervasive conversation within 
research literature on Jewish education calling for a paradigmatic shift in the philosophy 
and structure of Jewish education in America, to respond to the changing goals of Jewish 
education and to the questions of the purposes of a Jewish day school (Krakowski, 2011; 
Pomson, 2011; Woocher, 2012). The goals of Jewish education in the twentieth century, 
shaped largely by the mass immigration of Jews to the United States in the years 
preceding and following the Holocaust, sought to help American Jews assimilate into the 
fabric of American society while strengthening Jewish community and identity (Joselit, 
2018; Woocher, 2012).  Although many American Jews of the early twentieth century 
initially eschewed the notion of a separatist educational system, convinced that it would 
compromise their ability to fully integrate into American society, support for 
establishment of day schools increased in the years after World War II. The influx of 
Eastern European Jewish refugees, all of whom were accustomed to parochial models of 
education, the burgeoning societal conversation around cultural pluralism, and the new 
wave of Jewish educators who bore a refined air of professionalism, all paved the way for 
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the shift among American Jews towards championing a day school education as a means 
of sustaining collective Jewish identity while offering an substantive dual curriculum 
education (Joselit, 2018; Pomson, 2011).  
Scholars now argue that the significant societal, cultural, and technological 
advances of the past century have made the goals of Jewish education in the twentieth 
century largely inapplicable and obsolete (Krakowski, 2011; Pomson, 2012; Woocher, 
2012). Rather than focusing on Jewish continuity or a collective Jewish identity, the goals 
of Jewish education in the twenty-first century need to be meaning-focused to help 
American Jews use their Judaism as an avenue to find meaning, purpose, and fulfillment 
(Woocher, 2012). A focus on meaning-making rather than continuity aligns with what 
Woocher (2012) points to as the prosumerist culture of the first two decades of the 
twenty-first century, whereby people want to “exercise their right of choice by being 
active co-creators of the products they consume and the experiences they undertake” 
(p.186). The societal changes of the past two decades have reshaped American life so that 
networks are more influential than institutions, technology is a “disruptor and accelerant” 
(Woocher, 2012, p.186), and the speed of change and flow of information is constant. All 
of these cultural changes have contributed to the growing prosumerist mentality of 
Americans, with Jewish Americans as no exception.  
The desire and expectation to have choice and involvement in creating the 
products one consumes and in shaping the lifestyles one experiences has seeped into 
general educational and Jewish educational contexts. American Jews are far more 
compelled to seek personal meaning in their Jewish identities than to engage with 
Judaism out of communal obligation and responsibility (Pew Research Center, 2013). 
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Woocher (2012) echoes the broader educational scholarship in his assertion that Jewish 
educators can no longer apply a transmissive pedagogical approach in an era where 
information is readily accessible without the presence of a teacher. Jewish educators must 
shift their focus from being the “givers of information” to being “meaning-makers” 
(p.202) and must respond to this prosumerist mentality by developing a religious 
educational experience which is interactive, premised on individual choice, relevance, 
and where students’ curiosities drive the learning experience (Krakowski, 2012; 
Woocher, 2012).  
Defining Engagement, Disengagement, and Disaffection in Learning 
 Student engagement is a dynamic and interactional “meta-construct” (Fredricks et 
al., p.60) that encompasses multiple dimensions of a student’s active involvement and 
psychological investment in learning and achievement (Archambault & Dupéré, 2017; 
Connell & Wellborn, 1990; Saeed & Zyngier, 2012; Skinner et al., 2009b). A student’s 
individual self-systems and self-processes, their school context, home context, and 
relationships with parents, teachers, and peers all influence the level and quality of 
engagement in learning (Jang et al., 2010; Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Skinner & Pitzer, 
2012; Taboada Barber et al., 2017). Student engagement is predominantly categorized 
into behavioral, emotional and cognitive components that together represent students’ 
observed and reported actions and feelings about learning and school (Archambault & 
Dupéré, 2017; Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Li & Lerner, 2011; Reschly & Christenson, 





Differentiating Disaffection and Disengagement  
 While some of the scholarship on engagement starkly positions disengagement as 
the opposite of engagement, it is essential to understand the construct of disaffection as it 
relates to the constructs of engagement and disengagement. Skinner et al. (2009a) argue 
that defining disengagement as the opposite of engagement leads to a misleadingly 
narrow view of disengagement as the absence of effort or persistence and the presence of 
apathy, passivity, and learned helplessness. Drawing upon theories of Self-Determination 
(Deci & Ryan, 1985), Skinner et al. (2009a) present the idea that the construct of 
disaffection, in contrast to disengagement, more broadly encompasses reactions and 
emotions that may come from a student’s experience of boredom, coercion, exclusion, or 
helplessness. While a student’s experience of disaffection may in fact lead to 
disengagement, it is possible that disaffected students are being overlooked if they are not 
demonstrating the more extreme behaviors of disengagement. This study utilizes Skinner 
et al.’s (2009a) motivational conceptualization of engagement and disaffection as the 
guiding definitional framework of engagement (see table 1).   
Student Behavioral Engagement and Disaffection 
 Behavioral engagement refers to the observable behaviors that indicate a student’s 
active interest and involvement in learning. These behaviors include attendance, initiation 
of tasks, participation in classroom lessons and activities, on-task behaviors, adherence to 
classroom rules, persistence towards a task, and observed effort (Furlong & Christenson, 
2008; Fredricks et al., 2004; Skinner et al., 2009a). In contrast, behavioral disaffection is 
characterized by passivity, apathy, procrastination, and abandonment (Skinner et al., 
2009a). Behavioral disengagement is the dimension most predictive of school misconduct 
13 
 
and dropping out of school (Archambault, Janosz, Fallu, & Pagani, 2009; Hirschfield & 
Gasper, 2011).  
Student Emotional Engagement and Disaffection 
 Emotional engagement is conceptualized as the observed or reported enthusiasm, 
value and positive attitude towards school, teachers, classmates, and academic tasks 
(Fredricks et al., 2004; Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Skinner et al., 2009a). It also 
encompasses a student’s feeling of relatedness or belonging in the school environment 
(Furrer, Skinner, & Pitzer, 2014).  An emotionally disaffected student can experience 
anxiety, avoidance, boredom, frustration, and anger in relation to school and academic 
experiences. These negative feelings towards school can exacerbate a student’s 
behavioral and cognitive disengagement (Reyes et al., 2012; Skinner et al., 2009a).  
Student Cognitive Engagement and Disaffection 
Cognitive engagement is the strategic self-regulation a student utilizes in learning and 
includes the exertion of cognitive effort, coping with academic failure, and taking on 
learning challenges (Fredricks et al., 2004; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). Cognitive 
disaffection occurs when a student lacks the skills necessary to self-regulate their learning 
processes. Cognitive engagement is difficult to observe and measure, as it involves 
internal thought processes and executive functions that are not readily apparent and may 
not be consciously carried out by an engaged student (Corno & Mandinach, 2004; Finn & 







Engagement and Disaffection as Opposing Motivational Constructs 
(Skinner & Pitzer, 2012) 
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Measuring Student Engagement and Disaffection 
Definitional and conceptual complexity of student engagement has led to 
methodological challenges in the measurement and analysis of the construct (Goldspink 
& Foster, 2013; Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Furlong & Christenson, 2008; Lawson & 
Lawson, 2013; Skinner et al., 2009b). Even with the largely agreed-upon behavioral, 
emotional, and cognitive dimensions of student engagement, recent research has 
attempted to clarify the construct and create more accurate and comprehensive 
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instruments with which to measure it (Appleton, Christenson, Kim, & Reschly, 2006; 
Fredricks, Blumenfeld, Freidel, & Paris, 2005; Fredricks, McColskey, Meli, Mordica, 
Montrosse, & Mooney, 2011; Goldspink & Foster, 2013). These continued clarifications 
underscore the challenge researchers face in effectively operationalizing this “meta-
construct”, and in designing an instrument that captures the concepts within the construct 
in their entirety.  
 The continuum of student engagement. Rather than a static trait that is either 
fully absent or present, engagement is a transactional and synergistic “state of being” 
(Furlong & Christensen, 2008, p.355; Lawson & Lawson, 2013) with malleable and 
dynamic properties. To illustrate this malleability, researchers offer various paradigms of 
engagement as existing along a continuum (represented by figure 1).  While utilizing 
different terminology and categorizations, the work of Skinner et al. (2009a), Lawson and 
Lawson (2013), and Schlechty (2002) parallel one another in their use of student 
engagement as existing along a continuum, from a total absence of engagement to a fully 
intrinsic, self-generated engagement. In contrast, Martin (2008) conceptualizes 
motivation and engagement through a process-oriented approach.  
 Skinner. Skinner and colleagues (Skinner, Wellborn, & Connell, 1990; Skinner & 
Belmont, 1993; Skinner et al., 2009a,) posit that student engagement ranges from 
disaffection, which is characterized by the presence of avoidance, anger, frustration, 
boredom, apathy, and passivity to engagement, which reflects a student’s initiative, 
persistence, enthusiasm, participation, interest, and value of learning.  
 Lawson and Lawson. Lawson and Lawson (2013) provide additional specificity 
to the potential possibilities of “student engagement dispositions” (p.448) that may be 
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present along an engagement continuum. In their model, premised on social-
psychological theories and on Finn’s (1993) participation-identification model, students 
experience dis-identification, or the absence of engagement, when they believe they do 
not have the necessary capacities or strategies to achieve their desired outcome and as 
such, feel disconnected from their educational environment. Student ambivalence is 
characterized by a student’s reticent participation in an activity, with conflicted feelings 
and uncertainty about their capacity to succeed at the task. Student investment occurs 
when a student perceives themselves as capable of accomplishing a task and sees value in 
the task, but is motivated by external reasons rather by intrinsic, self-generated reasons. 
Lawson and Lawson’s (2013) highest level of engagement is student initiative, which is 
present when a student demonstrates a consistent, persistent, and intrinsic drive and effort 
towards accomplishing a task. 
 Schlechty. Schlechty (2002) offers an alternative explanation of engagement, 
envisioning a continuum spanning from the most disengaged state of rebellion, in which a 
student refuses to engage in a task and actively disrupts others’ learning, to authentic 
engagement, in which a student finds intrinsic and inherent value in the completion of a 
task. Between these opposite polarities, Schlechty (2002) suggests that a student can 
retreat, display passive compliance, or ritual compliance. This has been conceptualized 
by others as “compliant engagement” (Lawson & Lawson, p.445) or “procedural 
engagement” (Fredricks et al., 2004, p.67) and reflects the act of going through the 
motions of learning absent the self-direction, interest, or enthusiasm that research 





 Figure 1. Constructs of engagement on a continuum. 
 
 Martin. Instead of a linear continuum, Martin (2008) proposes a Motivation and 
Engagement Wheel to represent the construct of engagement as being divided into four 
higher order dimensions: (a) adaptive cognition, (b) adaptive behavior, (c) 
impeding/maladaptive cognition, and (d) maladaptive behavior. Martin (2008) 
categorizes the behaviors or cognitive processes that are present in each particular 
dimension. Adaptive cognition refers to the development of a mastery orientation, a 
recognized value of a task, and high self-efficacy, while impeding/maladaptive cognition 
is driven by anxiety, avoidance of failure, and lack of control. Adaptive behavior 
represents persistence, planning, and task management, while maladaptive behavior is 
demonstrated by self-handicapping and disengagement. In contrast to Skinner and 
colleagues (2009a), Lawson and Lawson (2013), and Schlechty (2002), whose 







Student refuses to engage in a task and actively 
disrupts others.
Retreatism: 
Student refuses to engage in task but does not 
actively disrupt others 
Passive compliance 
Student puts forth necessary effort toward task to 
negative consequences
Ritual Compliance 
Student engages in tasks, not because of intrinsic 
motivation, but because of extrinsic rewards such as 
good grades. 
Authentic Engagement




Student lacks the belief that they have the 
strategies or capacities to achieve desired outcome 
and disconnects from school. 
Student Ambivalence
Student is reticent to participate with conflicted 
feelings and uncertainty about their capacity to 
succeed at the task.
Student Investment 
Student perceives themselves as capable of 
accomplishing a task and sees value in the task, but 
is motivated by external reasons. 
Student Initiative 
Student demonstrates a consistent, persistent, and 
intrinsic drive and effort towards accomplishing a task.    
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student’s involvement in learning, Martin’s (2008) approach focuses on the cognitive and 
behavioral processes that drive a student’s engagement.   
         
Figure 2. Martin’s (2008) Wheel of Motivation and Engagement 
 
Engagement and Motivation as Related Constructs 
Research literature on engagement varies on the approach to the relationship 
between the constructs of engagement and motivation. Whereas studies focused on 
dropping out of school and problematic student behaviors present engagement as a 
construct separate and distinct from motivation (Hirschfield & Gasper, 2011; Li & 
Lerner, 2011; Scott et al., 2014), research on classroom and school climate, student 
achievement, academic resilience, instructional practices, or academic self-concept has 
focused on motivation and engagement as interdependent and synergistic constructs 
(Dupont et al., 2014; Furrer et al., 2014; Jang et al., 2010; Saeed & Zyngier, 2012; 
Taboada Barber et al., 2017). The present review considers motivation and engagement 





























development (Connell & Wellborn, 1990; Skinner et al., 2009) as the guiding definitional 
framework of engagement.  
 Motivation is the internal cognitive process that directs and drives a person’s 
energy, interest, effort, and persistence in achieving a task or goal (Appleton et al., 2006; 
Lin-Siegler et al., 2016; Martin, 2008). Engagement is the outward observable 
manifestation of one’s motivations towards accomplishing a task. In other words, 
engagement is the activation of the internal process of motivation (Appleton et al., 2006; 
Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Martin, 2008; Skinner et al., 2009a). In the context of student 
learning, engagement is the vehicle through which students enact their motivation to 
learn. A student’s motivational patterns are the implicit ideas that he or she has about the 
value and utility of their energy, effort, and persistence. These patterns of thinking 
directly influence the degree to which a student engages in the learning process (Dweck, 
2002; Gunderson et al., 2013; Skinner et al., 2009a).  
The Problem of Student Disengagement 
Student engagement initially became a focal point of educational research as a 
method of school reform and a potential intervention to decrease the number of students 
dropping out of school (Finn, 1993; Furlong & Christenson, 2008). However, research 
now indicates the broadened importance of engagement in learning, through highlighting 
its influence on students’ academic, emotional, and social development. Students’ levels 
of behavioral and emotional engagement in learning positively correlate with academic 
achievement (Fredricks et al., 2004; Jimerson, Campos, & Greif, 2003), academic 
resilience (Martin & Marsh, 2006), life satisfaction (Lewis, Huebner, Malone, & Valois, 
2011), reading comprehension (Wigfield et al., 2008), positive interpersonal 
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relationships, and self-esteem (Li & Lerner, 2011). In contrast, disaffection and 
disengagement in learning is not only predictive of an increased likelihood of dropping 
out of school (Archambault et al., 2009; Finn, 1993; Lehr, Sinclair, & Christenson, 2004; 
Reyes et al., 2012), but also positively correlates with substance use, anxiety, classroom 
disruptions, anger, boredom, depression, negative interpersonal relationships, and 
delinquent behaviors (Hirschfield & Gasper, 2011; Reyes et al., 2012; Wang & Fredricks, 
2014). 
Engaging Students with Learning Differences 
The importance of engagement and the problem of disaffection are particularly 
influential for students with learning differences, including learning disabilities and 
students who are gifted. Students with learning differences may be particularly sensitive 
to the dynamics of engagement and disaffection within a classroom context (Bodovski & 
Farkas, 2007; Steiner, Sheldrick, Frenette, Rene, & Perrin, 2014). In their study of 
elementary school students’ engagement in math, Bodovski and Farkas (2007) found that 
students with the lowest math skills had the most to gain from engagement with their 
learning. Put differently, student engagement mediated the achievement of weak math 
students more than for students with stronger math skills. Steiner et al. (2014) further this 
argument in their findings that students with ADHD were far more sensitive to the 
teaching formats in their classroom than students without ADHD and required more 
engaging instructional strategies than peers without ADHD in order to reach comparable 
levels of achievement.  
Gifted students and disaffection from learning. This differential sensitivity to 
engagement also applies to gifted students, who may be particularly susceptible to the 
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risks associated with disengagement because their indicators of disengagement may look 
markedly different than indicators of disengagement for other students. Landis and 
Reschly (2013) argue that low scholastic achievement and grade retention, which can 
often be considered potential indicators of student disengagement, are unreasonable 
indicators when evaluating whether gifted students are engaged or disaffected by their 
learning. Gifted students may continue to excel academically despite feeling disaffected 
from learning and may only begin to underachieve when they are already significantly 
disengaged from the school environment. At this point, students are already at increased 
risk for school failure and for dropping out of school (Landis & Reschly, 2013; 
McCormick & Plucker, 2013).  
The importance of differentiating the indicators of disengagement for gifted 
students underscores the crucial distinction made in Skinner and colleagues’ (Skinner, 
Furrer, Marchand, & Kindermann, 2008b; Skinner et al., 2009a; Skinner et al., 2009b; 
Skinner & Pitzer, 2012) research between disengagement and disaffection. In their self-
system model of motivational development, Skinner et al. (2009a) argue that a 
motivational conceptualization of engagement encompasses behavioral, attentional, and 
emotional components. While disengagement indicates behavioral withdrawal or 
passivity, disaffection more broadly encompasses reactions that include boredom, 
resignation, anxiety, and hopelessness. This is particularly relevant when considering that 
gifted students may not behaviorally disengage from their schoolwork and may continue 
to achieve, while still feeling deeply disaffected within their learning environment 




Learning Profiles at KDS 
The argument that varying student populations may be particularly sensitive to 
engaging in learning is notably applicable to the current study at KDS, where the 
majority of students scored between high average to very superior on the Wechsler 
Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence IV (WPPSI-IV) or the Wechsler Intelligence 
Scale for Children V (WISC-V), both standardized measures of cognitive ability 
(Weissman, 2017). While students demonstrate high cognitive potential, nearly 17% of 
elementary school students within this context have a diagnosis of ADHD (Weissman, 
2017). When taken together with the differential sensitivity that varying student 
populations may have to engagement in learning, this demographic data suggests that 
teachers at KDS need to be particularly aware of engaging their students in learning and 
moreover, need to recognize that participation and achievement are not necessarily 
always indicative of student engagement.  
Developmental Trends in Student Engagement 
With a substantial body of research identifying a declining trend in student 
engagement from the time of kindergarten entry throughout a student’s years in high 
school, the problem of student disengagement is relevant to investigate and understand, 
starting with elementary school students (Archambault et al., 2017; Balfanz, Herzog, & 
Mac Iver, 2007; Morgan & Fuchs, 2007; Wigfield & Eccles, 2002). Students as early as 
first-grade may begin to report feelings or to demonstrate behaviors indicative of 
disaffection with learning (Cain & Dweck, 1995; Dweck, 2002; Miele, Son, & Metcalfe, 
2013). Balfanz et al. (2007) found that third-grade teachers can predict which of their 
students will ultimately drop out of school with 70% accuracy. The steep decline in 
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engagement during students’ years in middle school may be largely predicated on the 
self-system processes that students develop in their elementary school years (Blackwell, 
Trzseniewski, & Dweck, 2007; Hirschfield & Gasper, 2011; Wang & Fredricks, 2014; 
Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Self-system processes refer to the ways in which a person 
perceives themselves and thus interprets their experiences with the world around them, 
and include an individual’s perception of their own abilities, perceived control, 
competency beliefs, self-efficacy, expectancies, values, attributions, goals, goal 
orientations, sense of belonging, and sense of autonomy (Connell & Wellborn, 1990; 
Skinner et al., 2009a). It is therefore critical to consider what factors across societal, 
familial, school, and individual domains are supporting or subverting adaptive 
motivational patterns and foundations of engagement with learning, beginning in 
elementary school (Cain & Dweck, 1995; Park et al., 2016).  
Student Engagement in Religious Studies 
 A notable gap exists in student engagement literature regarding students’ levels of 
engagement within the context of religious education. This study considers religious 
education to be the teaching of a particular religion through a faith-based framework, 
with the goal of providing students with the religious knowledge and literacy necessary to 
observe and participate in religious life. Research has not addressed the specific factors 
contributing to student engagement within a religious educational framework, which may 
differ markedly from other academic domains. Children’s spiritual development, moral 
development, and response to the authoritative discourse present within religious rhetoric 
may all contribute to the nature and degree of students’ engagement in religious 
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education (Fowler, 1981; Hassenfeld, 2016; Mahatmya, Lohman, Matjasko, & Farb, 
2012).  
While the question of what drives students to engage in their religious education 
may remain largely unanswered, the research on the benefits of student engagement and 
the detriments of disaffection becomes especially compelling when considered within a 
religious educational context. Utilizing a mixed-method study of youth from eight 
countries, Scales, Syvertsen, Benson, Roehlkepartain, and Sesma (2014) found that 
children’s spiritual development and participation in religious education is positively 
correlated with a multitude of adaptive developmental outcomes, including prosocial 
behaviors, psychological well-being, and educational achievement. These findings are 
echoed by Glanville, Sikkink, and Hernandez (2008), who point to the positive influence 
of religious involvement on educational outcomes, even when controlling for other 
important predictors of educational achievement, including family support and 
socioeconomic background. Taken together, children’s religious participation and 
spiritual development positively impact overall well-being and healthy development 
(Glanville et al., 2008; Syvertsen et al., 2014).  
Engagement in Jewish education. The absence of empirical research on what 
influences students to engage or disengage in religious education certainly includes a 
dearth in research on Jewish education as well. Pomson (2011) and Krakowski (2011) 
point to the absence of research within a Judaic Studies classroom environment, with 
Pomson (2011) stating that the Jewish day school environment is a black box which has 
yet to be opened. It is unclear as to what transpires within the day school environment to 
produce a given output of achievement. Krakowski (2011) points to the absence of a 
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body of systemic research on Judaic Studies classrooms with a Jewish day school 
environment and highlights the lack of clarity around Judaic Studies curricula or 
pedagogic approaches in Judaic Studies as a significant challenge that Jewish day school 
educators need to address.  
Factors Contributing to Engagement and Disaffection 
 Student engagement and disengagement are proximal processes that shape 
students’ academic, emotional, and physical well-being and development 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Skinner et al., 2009a). The many factors contributing to a 
student’s engagement or disengagement span the societal, familial, school, classroom, 
and individual contexts (Cai & Liem, 2017; Furrer et al., 2014; Marks, 2000; Scott et al., 
2014; Urdan & Schoenfelder, 2006).  
Societal Factors 
Disengagement from learning can often be a harbinger of maladaptive 
development, further exacerbated when students live in poverty or are exposed to 
violence (Evans, Kim, Ting, Tesher, & Shannis, 2007; Jensen, 2013; Spilt, Hughes Wu, 
& Kwok, 2012). Boys, students of color, and students from socioeconomically 
disadvantaged families face an elevated risk of experiencing such fallout (Li & Lerner, 
2011; Skinner et al., 2009a). Research on the impacts of poverty, violence, and mobility 
on student engagement is critical (Finn & Rock, 1997; Jensen, 2013) in elucidating the 







 A classroom environment is the microsystem in which a child engages or 
disengages with the learning process (Bronfenbrenner, 1994; Lin-Siegler et al., 2016; 
Mahatmya et al., 2012; Reyes et al., 2012; Skinner et al., 2009a). Within this 
microsystem, the social partners of teachers and classmates, the learning activities, and 
the rules and routines of the classroom influence the proximal processes of engagement 
and disaffection (Bronfenbrenner, 1994; Skinner et al., 2009b). Extensive research 
underscores the influence of these contextual factors, in conjunction with a child’s self-
system and self-perceptions on a child’s motivation and engagement in learning (Covell, 
2010; Lutz, Guthrie & Davis, 2006; Saeed & Zyngier, 2012; Scott et al., 2014; Urdan & 
Schoenfelder, 2006).  
Familial Factors 
Familial factors also play a role in shaping student’s engagement in learning. 
Parents’ involvement in their children’s lives positively correlate with school 
engagement, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, children’s perceived competence, 
perceived control, self-regulation, mastery goal orientation, and motivation to read (Cai 
& Liem, 2017; Gonzalez-DeHass, Willems & Holbein, 2005; Hirschfield & Gasper, 
2011). Parental involvement has been defined in a variety of ways, including parental 
attachment, parental participation in school activities, parent-initiated school contact, 
school-initiated contact with parents, parent rules at home, or parent-child interaction at 






 Self-system processes are the ways in which a person perceives themselves and 
thus interprets their experiences with the world around them. These processes, as seen in 
figure 3, include an individual’s perception of their own abilities, perceived control, 
competency beliefs, self-efficacy, expectancies, values, attributions, goals, goal 
orientations, sense of belonging, and sense of autonomy (Connell & Wellborn, 1990; 
Skinner et al., 2009a). Taken together, these processes and self-systems largely shape a 
student’s academic self-concept and motivational patterns, which drive the degree to 
which a student engages or disengages from learning.  
Focus of Review 
The influences of school climate and relationships with peers and teachers may in 
fact surpass the effects of socioeconomic status and level of intelligence on students’ 
engagement in learning (Irvin et al., 2011; O’Connor & MacCartney, 2007). Even when 
students demonstrate high academic potential and come from middle to high 
socioeconomic backgrounds, school disengagement can diminish the opportunity for 
students' achievement and adaptive development. In her study on school engagement in 
third and fourth-graders with above-average intelligence, Miserandino (1996) found that 
high intelligence and ability could not singularly predict achievement. Rather, when 
students with above-average intelligence were not engaged in their learning, they 
demonstrated anger, avoidance, and lower levels of achievement. 
 The current study explores what may influence students to disengage from 
learning when they do not have risk factors of poverty, violence, or learning challenges. 
Here, the focus is on the interactional individual and school factors that contribute to a 
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student’s engagement or disaffection with learning (Blackwell et al., 2007; Park et al., 
2016; Patrick et al., 1993; Skinner et al., 2009a).  
Individual Factors Contributing to Engagement and Disaffection 
 Children’s perceptions, beliefs, and underlying capacities shape motivational 
patterns and academic engagement and disaffection (Martinek, Hofmann, & Kipman, 
2016; McCombs, Daniels, & Perry, 2008; Miele et al., 2013). Self-system processes are 
the ways in which a person perceives themselves and thus interprets their experiences 
with the world around them. These processes include an individual’s perception of their 
own abilities, perceived control, competency beliefs, self-efficacy, expectancies, values, 
attributions, goals, goal orientations, sense of belonging, and sense of autonomy (Connell 


























 Taken together, these processes and self-systems largely shape a student’s 
academic self-concept and motivational patterns, which drive the degree to which a 
student engages or disengages from learning. While young children’s self-perceptions 
and self-systems initially take form as distinct and disjointed beliefs about one’s abilities, 
competence, value, and control in the early elementary school years, children develop a 
coalesced and coherent system of thinking and theory of intelligence and ability and 
motivational framework by the fourth or fifth-grade (Dweck, 2002; Kinlaw & Kurtz-
Costes, 2007; Morgan & Fuchs, 2007; Wigfield & Eccles, 2002). This formation of a 
coherent network of self-systems and self-processes affects and often negatively impacts 
the nature of a child’s motivation and engagement in learning (Dweck, 2002).  
 Students disengage from school and lack motivation to learn and achieve when 
they do not perceive themselves as competent, in control of their achievement, and as 
belonging within their school or classroom context (Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Furrer et al., 
2014; Stipek & Weisz, 1981; Taboada Barber et al., 2017). These perceptions of 
competence and control are largely driven by children’s implicit theories of intelligence, 
goal orientations, and motivational patterns and further shed light on why students may 
lack motivation or engagement (Cain & Dweck, 1995; Dweck, 2002; Heyman & Dweck, 
1998).  
 Competence beliefs. Competence beliefs refer to one’s self-perceptions as being 
capable of achieving a desired outcome or succeeding at a given task (Dweck, 2002; 
Morgan & Fuchs, 2007; Wentzel & Wigfield, 1998; Wigfield & Eccles, 2002). Within an 
educational context, competence beliefs reflect a child’s general beliefs about their ability 
and expectancies about their success and self-efficacy as it relates to specific tasks 
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(Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Morgan & Fuchs, 2007; Wentzel & Wigfield, 1998). 
Children’s competence and ability beliefs start as largely undifferentiated and inaccurate 
in preschool and kindergarten and develop into markedly accurate, domain-specific 
understandings of ability by seven to eight-years-old (Kinlaw & Kurtz-Costes, 2007; 
Mahatmya et al., 2012).  
 Perceived control. Perceived control is the degree to which a person believes that 
they have control over their performance and success in a given context or for a specific 
task.  A person’s perception of self-efficacy, competence, and their attributions together 
comprise their perceived control. Studies suggest that when children perceive themselves 
as competent and therefore in control of their achievement, they demonstrate high levels 
of motivation and engagement in their learning. In contrast, when children cannot 
identify what it takes to achieve school success, believe that they are incapable of 
exerting the necessary effort, or consider themselves unlucky and lacking access to 
powerful others, they become disengaged from school and lack motivation to learn and 
achieve (Miserandino, 1996; Patrick et al., 1993; Skinner et al., 1990; Stipek & Weisz, 
1981).   
 Strategy beliefs and capacity beliefs. Research on the impacts of perceived 
control on student motivation and engagement is predicated on the social learning 
theories, and specifically, the concepts of learned helplessness (Seligman, 1975), 
attribution theory (Weiner, 1985), and locus of control theories (Rotter, 1966), which all 
share the overarching concept that a person demonstrates passivity, experiences 
depression, and lacks motivation and engagement when they believe that their behaviors 
and actions do not play a role in bringing about a desired outcome. Skinner et al. (1990) 
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suggests that perceived control can be divided into strategy beliefs and capacity beliefs. 
While strategy beliefs reflect a person’s beliefs about the effort, ability, luck, and access 
to powerful others necessary in order to achieve a goal, capacity beliefs reflect whether 
that person believes that they themselves have the effort, ability, luck and access to 
powerful others to do well.  
 Locus of control. The concept of locus of control (LOC), situated within 
Weiner’s (1985) attribution theory, is another important construct in understanding what 
drives engagement in learning. The LOC refers to a person’s belief that they are in 
control, or whether outcomes are determined by external factors. It examines the degree 
to which they believe they can manipulate the factors that determine desired outcomes 
(Rotter, 1966; Stipek & Weisz, 1981). When a child has an internal LOC, they believe 
that they control their successes and failures, and that their actions and behaviors can 
influence their desired outcomes. In contrast, children that have an external LOC or an 
unknown LOC believe that they are helpless in affecting outcomes and events (Grolnick, 
Gurland, Jacob, & Decourcey, 2002; Patrick et al., 1993; Wentzel & Wigfield, 1998). A 
child’s LOC informs the degree to which they believe they can achieve academic success.  
 Implicit theories of intelligence. Implicit theories of intelligence refer to the 
underlying beliefs that people have about the nature of intelligence (Martin, Botswick, 
Collie, & Tarbeskty, 2016). There has been extensive research on the process and 
development of children’s theories of intelligence, and the role that these theories play in 
shaping motivational patterns and engagement (Dweck, 2002; Dweck & Leggett, 1998; 
Park et al., 2016). The scholarship indicates that people have implicit and subconscious 
theories about intelligence and ability, both generally and as it relates to their own 
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abilities. Incremental theorists believe that intelligence is malleable and capable of 
developing and growing over time. Entity theorists, in contrast, believe that each person 
has a fixed, static amount of intelligence and cannot expand this amount with effort 
(Blackwell et al., 2007; Dweck, 2002; Gunderson et al., 2013; Heyman & Dweck, 1998).  
Various contextual factors contribute to children’s theories of intelligence and 
motivational patterns, including parental involvement and praise (Gonzalez-DeHass et 
al., 2005; Gunderson et al., 2013) instructional strategies and school contexts (Lin-Siegler 
et al., 2016; Park et al., 2016), and other self-systems like competence beliefs and goal 
orientations (Skinner et al., 2008b; Skinner et al., 2009a). In addition, theories of 
intelligence shape children’s metacognitive judgments (Miele et al., 2013), and goals for 
achievement, with findings suggesting that incremental theorists pursue mastery goals 
and entity theorists pursue performance goals (Blackwell et al., 2007; Dweck, 2002; 
Heyman & Dweck, 1998). Students who believe in the incremental growth and 
malleability of intelligence have been shown to be more likely to achieve school success 
and to demonstrate academic resilience (Martin & Marsh, 2006; Park et al., 2016).  
Research suggests that theories that children hold about their intelligence and 
motivational patterns develop into a fully coherent set of beliefs around 10 years of age 
(Dweck, 2002; Kinlaw & Kurtz-Costes, 2007; Martinek et al., 2016), but are noted to be 
in development from a very young age (Cain & Dweck, 1995; Gunderson et al, 2013; 
Metallidou & Vlachou, 2007; Miele et al., 2013). By identifying this developmental 
trajectory, scholars can tailor interventions to positively shape students’ ability beliefs 
and motivational patterns before they are fully formed. While theories of intelligence and 
motivational frameworks were originally hypothesized to develop in the later elementary 
33 
 
school years and as students transition to middle school (Cain & Dweck, 1995), scholars 
have found that children as young as five and six-years-old hold cognitions about 
whether intelligence is malleable or fixed (Gunderson et al., 2013). In their seminal study 
of the relationship between cognitions and motivational patterns in first, third, and fifth-
graders, Cain and Dweck (1995) found that first-graders with performance goals were 
more likely to perceive themselves as helpless in their academic success and to develop 
entity theories of intelligence by the fifth-grade. The study also found that first-graders 
with mastery goals were more likely to perceive themselves as in control of their 
academic success and to develop incremental theories of intelligence by fifth-grade.  
 Sense of relatedness. A child’s perceived sense of relatedness is an additional 
underlying factor that contributes to their level of motivation and engagement in learning. 
Furrer et al. (2014) propose that children develop a sense of their social selves by 
integrating their self-perceptions with their experiences in social relationships. The 
authors found that when children perceive themselves as belonging within a social 
context, they demonstrate high levels of engagement. This finding confirms Deci et al.’s 
(1991) assertion that students will demonstrate their optimal levels of motivation and 
engagement when their need for relatedness is met. When a child feels disregarded or not 
cared for within their school context, they consequently disengage from learning and face 
an increased likelihood of disruptive and negative behaviors (Reyes et al., 2012). The 
impact of a classroom in which a student perceives themselves as not belonging will be 
addressed later in this review’s discussion of underlying school factors contributing to 




Classroom Factors Contributing to Engagement and Motivation 
A classroom environment is the microsystem in which a child engages or 
becomes disaffected with the learning process (Bronfenbrenner, 1994; Lin-Siegler et al., 
2016; Park et al., 2016; Scott et al., 2014; Skinner et al., 2009a; Taboada Barber et al., 
2017). Within this microsystem, academic domain, instructional practices, the social 
partners of teachers and classmates, learning tasks, and the rules and routines of the 
classroom, as shown in figure 4, influence the proximal processes of engagement and 
disaffection, and together, create a student’s learning environment (Jang et al., 2010; Lin-
Siegler et al., 2016; Skinner et al., 2009; Wigfield, Guthrie, Tonks, & Perencevich, 2004). 
Extensive research underscores the influence of these contextual factors, in conjunction 
with a child’s self-system and self-perceptions on a child’s motivation and engagement in 
learning (Covell, 2010; Lutz et al., 2006; Saeed & Zyngier, 2012; Scott et al., 2014; 
Skinner et al., 2009a; Urdan & Schoenfelder, 2006).  
 
Figure 4. School and Classroom Factors Influencing Engagement 
Domain specificity. A student’s engagement in their learning can manifest in 

















Ahn, & Kim, 2012; Martin, 2008). Being that a student’s academic self-concept and self-
efficacy can vary across academic disciplines, and in understanding that these self-
systems play a significant role in a student’s engagement in learning, students may be far 
more engaged in a domain in which they feel competent and efficacious (Bong et al., 
2012; Wigfield et al., 2004). The Expectancy-Value theory (Wigfield & Eccles, 2002), 
discussed in greater depth in a subsequent section of this paper, further underscores the 
domain-specific nature of student engagement. This theory suggests that students can 
have varied degrees of expectancies for success, and may assign different task values 
based on academic subject. These expectancies and values thereupon drive a student’s 
psychological investment, effort, and enthusiasm towards achievement (Bong et al., 
2012).  
Despite the findings that self-efficacy and competence beliefs vary based on 
domain, there is an absence of research on the domain-specific nature of engagement. 
Instead, the majority of research on engagement in learning has been focused on a 
generalized view of the construct (Fredricks et al., 2004; Skinner et al., 2009a). 
Anderman (2004) criticizes this generalized approach to engagement research, arguing 
that it runs counter to the evidence that both content and context largely shape 
engagement (Martinek et al., 2016; Skinner et al., 2009a). Martin (2008) furthers 
Anderman’s (2004) criticism by suggesting that researching engagement through a 
generalized perspective leads to generalized, and thus potentially ineffective interventions 
that may not be targeting the domain-specific source of disengagement.  
 While domain-based expectancies for success and task value contribute to varying 
levels of engagement in learning among various academic domains, Wigfield et al. 
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(2004) argue that a school’s approach to curriculum can influence whether student 
engagement is domain-specific or integrated across domains. In schools where subjects 
are taught separately and clearly demarcated, students demonstrated a domain-specific 
approach to engagement in learning. In contrast, in schools where curriculum was 
integrated across domains, students’ engagement was far more cohesive in nature.   
 Instructional practice.  A teacher is the mediating force who initiates and 
regulates student motivation, or who undermines a child’s active and enthusiastic 
investment in learning engagement (Brophy, 2013; Jang et al., Scott et al., 2014; 2010; 
Skinner et al., 2008b; Urdan & Schoenfelder, 2006). Reeve (2016) suggests that students’ 
engagement in learning is an “interpersonally coordinated process between teacher and 
students” (p.225). In other words, a teacher’s instructional practices largely shape a 
student’s self-systems and self-processes, including their perceptions of autonomy, 
competence, and relatedness within the classroom context (Jang, 2008; Lin-Siegler et al., 
2016; Park et al., 2016; Urdan & Schoenfelder, 2006). Scott et al. (2014) add to these 
findings by arguing that instructional practice does not influence student engagement 
unidirectionally; rather, a teacher’s instructional practices and a student’s engagement 
and motivation impact each other reciprocally.  The integral role that the classroom 
context plays in motivating and engaging students and in shaping their self-systems and 
self-processes aligns with Neal and Neal’s (2013) assertion in the networked approach to 
ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). The classroom context and teacher 
instructional practices directly shape a child’s motivational framework, which influences 
engagement in learning (Bandura, 1977; Jang et al., 2010; Skinner et al., 2009a; Urdan & 
Schoenfelder, 2006).    
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 Teacher motivating style. Deci and Ryan (1985) and Reeve (2016) argue that 
each teacher develops their own motivating style within the context of a classroom. A 
motivating style refers to the overarching tone of student-teacher interactions within a 
specific classroom and guides the instructional practices a teacher utilizes (Cheon, Reeve, 
Lee, & Lee, 2018; Reeve, 2016). Understood within Self-Determination Theory (Deci & 
Ryan, 1985), a teacher’s motivating style range along a continuum from highly 
controlling to highly autonomy-supportive, and is a significant driving force behind a 
student’s engagement or disaffection with learning.  
 Autonomy-supportive teaching. Reeve (2016) defines autonomy-support as “the 
interpersonal sentiment and behavior the teacher provides during instruction first to 
identify, then to vitalize and nurture, and eventually to develop, strengthen, and grow 
students' inner motivational resources” (p.130). When instruction is autonomy-
supportive, a teacher fosters students’ inner motivational resources, allows for students to 
develop competence, and builds learning activities and experiences upon student interests 
and values, thus meeting the basic psychological need of the student to feel driven by 
their sense of self and own volition (Reeve, 2006; Reeve, 2016; Ryan & Deci, 2013). 
Autonomy-supportive instructional practices, as reflected in figure 5, include asking for 
and listening carefully to student input, providing avenues for students to work in ways 
they choose, allowing students to talk to one another while learning, designing learning 
tasks, materials, and the physical environment so that students are actively working with 
manipulatives and discussing ideas as opposed to passively listening to a teacher’s 
instruction, celebrating the effort that students put into learning, praising mastery and 
gradual improvement, providing progress-enabling hints when students are having 
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difficulty solving a problem, offering informative evaluation of student work, tailoring 
learning tasks to students’ optimal level of challenge, and responding to students’ 
questions and comments in a way that indicates a clear recognition of the students’ 
perspectives (Reeve, 2006; Reeve, 2016). Martinek et al. (2016) underscore that 
autonomy-supportive teaching implicitly involves a learner-centered, individualized, and 
differentiated instructional approach. Taken together, these instructional practices create 
an autonomy-supportive environment that leads to a wide range of positive outcomes 
including high levels of student engagement and motivation, greater levels of student 
achievement, conceptual understanding, and overall well-being (Cheon et al. 2018; Deci 
et al., 1991; Jang, 2008; Jang et al., 2010; Reeve & Halusic, 2009).  
 The literature on autonomy-supportive teaching clearly highlights that autonomy-
support does not imply a lack of structure within a classroom environment (Jang et al., 
2010). Rather, autonomy-supportive teaching is only effective when it is underpinned by 
a teacher’s clearly and regularly communicated rules, routines, and expectations, 
standards and goals for learning, and organizational strategies. This structure is a critical 
complement to autonomy-supportive teaching, through which the teacher scaffolds the 
learning experience, and thus allows the students to build their competencies and sense of 
efficacy as they progress in a learning experience (Jang et al., 2010; Reeve, 2016; Ryan 




Figure 5. Autonomy-Supportive Teaching Practices 
 
 Controlling instructional style. A controlling instructional style negatively 
correlates with student motivation and engagement (Reeve, 2016; Urdan & Schoenfelder, 
2006). Instructional practices that embody a controlling motivating style include 
controlling the learning materials and manipulatives, limiting student ability to solve 
problems independently, using demanding and commanding language, directing student 
work, providing deficit-focused evaluations that imply student incompetence, ignoring 
student input, and using threats and competition to motivate students to achieve and to 
comply with a teacher-driven agenda. The need to motivate students through external 
contingencies and reinforcements creates a system in which teachers do not foster 
students’ autonomy or intrinsic, self-determined motivation and weakens the likelihood 
that students will pursue achievement past the point of external reinforcement. In addition 
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and style has been found to decrease weaken a student’s conceptual understandings and 
creativity (Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Urdan & Schoenfelder, 2006).  
  Classroom social context. In considering a classroom as a microsystem, it is 
important to explore the ways in which this social context influences student engagement 
or disaffection in learning (Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Reyes et al., 2012; Wentzel & 
Wigfield, 1998). Research points to the role that classroom climate and social 
environment play in helping or hindering a student’s investment in their learning. In 
Reyes et al.’s (2012) study on classroom emotional climate (CEC), the authors define a 
high CEC as an environment where students feel cared for by the teacher and where the 
classroom is designed in accordance to the students’ developmental levels. A low CEC is 
present when students and teachers demonstrate disrespect to one another and where 
students do not feel as if they belong. Findings highlight the significant decline in student 
engagement when a CEC is low. These findings align with Furrer and Skinner’s (2003) 
argument for the importance of relatedness in fostering engagement in learning. Students 
feel as though they belong in the classroom when they feel cared for and understood by 
their teachers and their classmates. Ryan and Patrick (2001) further highlight the 
classroom social environment as a contributing factor to student engagement or 
disaffection in their finding that students demonstrate disaffection when they perceive 
themselves as compared or evaluated relative to classmates.  
This feeling of connection to the others within the social context of a classroom 
deepens a student’s affective investment in this environment. In their review of social and 
academic motivational influences on student achievement, Wentzel and Wigfield (1998) 
argue that in understanding student engagement, it is important to not only examine what 
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motivates students academically, but it is equally as essential to understand students’ 
social motivations within a classroom. The social context of a classroom plays such an 
integral role in student success or failure, that it is must be considered as part of a 
student’s learning and educational experience.  
Conclusion 
The present synthesis of the research literature on student engagement and 
disaffection defines this complex and multifaceted construct and highlights the individual 
and school-based factors that underlie student disengagement in learning. The importance 
of student engagement and motivation to learn, and the detrimental developmental impact 
of student disengagement offer a compelling case for research on student engagement and 
disaffection. Being that children can begin to demonstrate disaffection with learning as 
early as first-grade, and that indicators of school dropout are typically present by the 
third-grade, it is essential to understand how children’s self-systems and teachers’ 
instructional practices and classroom social and emotional climates together shape how 
students invest in or withdraw from their education (Dweck, 2002; Wigfield & Eccles, 
2000). The finding that elementary school students with above-average intelligence 
demonstrated behavioral and emotional disengagement when they perceived themselves 
to lack control over their academic success speaks to the necessity of fostering adaptive 
self-processes and school environments that prioritize student engagement (Miserandino, 
1996). This is necessary not only for children who come from socioeconomically 
disadvantaged families, boys, or children of color; rather, the synthesis of the research 
literature highlighted the importance of prioritizing student engagement for students of all 
backgrounds and abilities beginning in elementary school through a constellation of 
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                                                       CHAPTER 2 
Introduction 
 The importance of student engagement and the potentially detrimental academic, 
social, and developmental impacts of student disengagement offer a compelling case for 
research on student engagement and disaffection (Archambault & Dupéré, 2017; Furlong 
& Christenson, 2008; Furrer et al., 2014). With evidence indicating that disaffection with 
learning can develop as early as first-grade, and with the recognition that school factors 
can often supersede the effects of factors external to school in influencing student 
engagement (Irvin et al., 2010; O’Connor & MacCartney, 2007), studying and identifying 
the specific school-related factors that contribute to engagement in learning is paramount. 
It is essential to understand how children’s self-systems, teachers’ instructional practices 
and classroom climates together shape students' investment in learning (Dweck, 2002; 
Skinner et al., 2009a; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).  
Needs Assessment: Goals and Objectives 
 Over several years of working within the school context of Kehillah Day School 
(KDS), the author observed low levels of student engagement among elementary school 
students. To investigate the degree to which these anecdotal observations were rooted in 
an empirically evident problem of practice, the author conducted a needs assessment, 
with the following objectives: 
 To identify the degree to which students feel engaged or disaffected with their 
learning; 
 To measure and compare students’ reported levels of behavioral and emotional 
engagement in both General Studies and Judaic Studies;  
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 To investigate whether teacher reports of student engagement were aligned or 
misaligned with students’ self-reports; 
 To compare levels of student engagement between early elementary and upper 
elementary school; 
 To investigate the potential relationships among student engagement or 
disaffection with teacher instructional practices, students’ implicit theories of 
intelligence, and sense of relatedness within their learning environment.  
Needs Assessment: Research Questions 
To accomplish these objectives, the following research questions guided the needs 
assessment:  
1. To what degree are second and fourth-grade students reporting behavioral and 
emotional engagement or disaffection in their learning? 
2. Does the degree of engagement or disaffection change from second-grade to 
fourth-grade? 
3. Is there a discrepancy between students’ levels of engagement in General Studies 
and Judaic Studies? 
4. What is the relationship between students’ self-reported levels of engagement or 
disaffection and their sense of relatedness and their implicit theories of 
intelligence? 
5. What is the relationship between teacher instructional practice (highly controlling, 
teacher-centered or highly autonomy-supportive, student-centered) and student 






 The participant sample included second-grade and fourth-grade students at a 
private Jewish day school in a suburban area of a Mid-Atlantic state.  Seventy-five 
percent of families in the school earn an income greater than $100,000 a year with thirty-
five percent of families earning greater than $200,000 a year, as per school report on 
families’ financial profiles. All students attending the school are Jewish and a significant 
majority of the students in the school are Caucasian. The school utilizes a dual-
curriculum, teaching General Studies in the first 60% of the day and Judaic Studies in the 
remaining 40% of the day. Most students enter the elementary school in kindergarten or 
first-grade. There is minimal additional enrollment after first-grade. The majority of 
participants scored between high average to very superior on the Wechsler Preschool and 
Primary Scale of Intelligence IV (WPPSI-IV) or the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for 
Children V (WISC-V), standardized measures of cognitive ability.    
 Students were recruited through an opt-in consent form, which parents signed to 
provide permission for their child to participate in the study. The final second-grade 
sample was comprised of 79% of the total second-grade student body (N: 37; Female: 22; 
Male: 15), and the fourth-grade sample was 55% of the total fourth-grade student body 
(N: 27; Female: 13; Male: 14). With data collection occurring over several days, some 
students were absent on the days that certain measures were administered. In second-
grade, 97% of participants completed the Engagement vs. Disaffection in Learning 
surveys (Skinner et al., 2008a, 2009c) for both General Studies and Judaic Studies. All 
second-grade participants completed the Sense of Relatedness Surveys (Furrer & 
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Skinner, 2003) and Children’s Motivational Framework Questionnaire (Gunderson et al., 
2013). All fourth-grade participants completed the Engagement vs. Disaffection in 
Learning surveys (Skinner et al., 2008a, 2009c) for both General Studies and Judaic 
Studies, Sense of Relatedness Surveys (Furrer & Skinner, 2003), and Children’s 
Motivational Framework Questionnaire (Gunderson et al., 2013). Existing data on each 
of the current study participants’ scores on the WPPSI-IV or WISC-V was collected.  
 All teachers in the second and fourth-grade consented to participate in data 
collection. General Studies and Judaic Studies teachers in second and fourth-grade (N: 
10) completed surveys on their perceptions of their students’ levels of engagement and 
disaffection. Teachers also consented to be observed in their classrooms during their 
instructional time. All teachers are female and have been teaching more than five years. 
In both second and fourth-grade, two teachers only taught General Studies, two teachers 
only taught Judaic Studies, and one teacher in each grade taught both General and Judaic 
Studies. All participating General Studies teachers had received bachelors’ degrees and 
masters’ degrees in Education. One fourth-grade Judaics teacher and two second-grade 
Judaics teachers did not have a bachelors’ or masters’ degree in Education.  
Measures and Instrumentation 
This needs assessment examined students’ reported levels of behavioral and 
emotional engagement and disaffection in both General Studies and Judaic Studies. It 
also measured students’ perceptions of relatedness in the classroom environment and 
their implicit theories of intelligence. Teachers’ instructional practices were observed. 
Students’ cognitive abilities were measured using previously collected data from the 
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WPPSI-IV or WISC-V, which is administered by licensed psychologists as part of the 
school’s admissions process.  
Student engagement. In the current study, student engagement will be measured 
using the student report and teacher report of the Engagement vs. Disaffection with 
Learning survey (Skinner et al., 2008a, 2009c). This survey measures behavioral 
engagement, behavioral disaffection, emotional engagement, and emotional disaffection. 
Skinner and colleagues (2009a) use the term disaffection to characterize a student’s 
passivity, anxiety, frustration, and boredom in a classroom setting that may lead to 
disengagement. 
Behavioral engagement. The behavioral engagement subscale on the student and 
teachers’ reports of the Engagement vs. Disaffection instrument (Skinner et al., 2008a, 
2009c) is comprised of items measuring students’ active involvement and participation in 
learning. The behavioral disaffection subscale is comprised of items measuring students’ 
avoidance of learning, absence of effort, or withdrawal from classroom activities. 
Measures of disaffection were reverse-coded so that higher scores reflect lower levels of 
disaffection. 
 Emotional engagement. The emotional engagement subscale on the student and 
teacher reports of the Engagement vs. Disaffection in Learning instrument (Skinner et al., 
2008a, 2009c) measures students’ enthusiasm, sense of belonging, and value of learning. 
The emotional disaffection subscale measures students’ apathy, anger, anxiety, frustration 
and sadness in the learning environment. Measures of disaffection were reverse-coded so 
that higher scores reflect lower levels of disaffection.  
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Student report. The Engagement vs. Disaffection with Learning Student Report 
(Skinner et al., 2008a) is a 25-item survey. Students reported their levels of engagement 
and disaffection in learning using a 4-point Likert scale. Five items measure behavioral 
engagement, five items measure behavioral disaffection, six items measure emotional 
engagement, and nine items measure emotional disaffection. On the student report, 
internal consistency reliabilities were adequate (.70 or higher) and cross-time correlations 
revealed a high degree of stability (average r = .62) in the scoring of the instrument 
(Skinner, Kindermann, & Furrer, 2008). A full copy of the Engagement vs. Disaffection 
with Learning Student Report can be found in Appendix A.  
Teacher report. The Engagement vs. Disaffection with Learning Teacher Report 
(Skinner et al., 2009c) is a 16-item survey. Teachers completed a report for each student, 
and rated their students’ behavioral engagement, behavioral disaffection, emotional 
engagement, and emotional disaffection using a 4-point Likert scale. Each subscale 
within this report has four items. Score reliabilities for the teacher report were all above 
.80 and inter-individual stability across time was moderately high (average r = .74) 
(Skinner et al., 2009c).  A full copy of the Engagement vs. Disaffection with Learning 
Teacher Report can be found in Appendix B.  
Implicit theories of intelligence.  Students’ implicit theories of intelligence were 
measured through the Children’s Motivational Framework Questionnaire, a six-item scale 
developed by Gunderson et al. (2013) and then modified by Park et al. (2016). This 
measure asked children about their beliefs regarding the stability of intelligence through 
questions related to math, reading, spelling, and spatial abilities on a 5-point Likert scale. 
All items were reverse-coded so that higher scores reflected a higher entity framework 
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while lower scores reflected a higher incremental framework. Park et al. (2016) 
confirmed the reliability of this measure with coefficient Omega reliability estimates of 
.70 and .82. A full copy of the Children’s Motivational Framework Questionnaire can be 
found in Appendix C.  
Sense of relatedness. Students’ sense of relatedness to teachers and classmates 
was measured through the Relatedness to Social Partner Survey (Furrer & Skinner, 
2003). Twelve questions intended to measure relatedness to classmates and teachers were 
used and assessed students’ feelings of being valued or disregarded by classmates and by 
their General Studies and Judaic Studies teachers. Questions about a negative sense of 
relatedness were reverse-coded so that higher scores reflected a greater sense of 
relatedness. Items were measured using a 4-point Likert scale. The instrument yielded 
alpha values for Relatedness to Teachers of .79 and Relatedness to Peers of .81. A full 
copy of the Relatedness to Social Partner Questionnaire can be found in Appendix D.  
 Instructional practice.  
  Instructional approach. Instructional practice was observed using the Learner-
Centered Rubric for Classroom Observation (Center for Excellence in Teaching and 
Learning, 2013). This rubric is based on Weimer’s (2013) Learner-Centered Teaching 
framework, which assesses the degree to which a classroom environment is student-
centered or teacher-centered by documenting five dimensions of a classroom including: 
(a) the role of the teacher; (b) the balance of power; (c) the function of content; (d) 
student responsibility for learning; and (e) the learning potential in assessments. Within 
each dimension, descriptors operationalize the features of a learner-centered or teacher-
centered environment. Points are then assigned by an observer to each descriptor and 
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tallied up to a total number of points, which reflects the type of classroom environment. 
To achieve trustworthiness of this measure, the researcher triangulated data and 
observers, and conducted member checking of the collected data. Furthermore, the 
researcher regularly debriefed the process of data collection with her dissertation adviser 
(Creswell, 2011; Shenton, 2004). A copy of the Learner-Centered Rubric for Classroom 
Observation (Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, 2013) is in Appendix E.  
Data Collection and Data Analysis Methods 
 All data collection instruments were administered by the author during school 
hours and within the classroom environment. All students were very familiar with the 
author prior to data collection. Classroom teachers were not present while students 
completed surveys, so as to ensure that students felt as comfortable as possible answering 
the questions honestly. Students completed all surveys on iPads or computers through the 
Qualtrics survey platform. All students were told that all surveys are anonymous.  They 
were also informed that they were going to answer questions about how they feel about 
learning in school and what they think about the ways that people are smart. Students 
were given as much time as they needed to complete the surveys. Surveys were read 
aloud to all students. Data was imported to Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) and analyzed for descriptive statistics and group statistics. Paired t-tests were run 
to compare subsamples within the participant sample.  
Teacher observations occurred over the course of several months by the author. 
The Learner-Centered Rubric for Classroom Observation (Center for Excellence in 
Teaching and Learning, 2013) was scored by adding the number of descriptors chosen 
from each column of descriptors (learner-centered, transitional, teacher-centered). The 
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sum of each column was multiplied by 2 for the learner-centered column, by 1 for the 
transitional column, and by 0 for the teacher-centered column. The three products were 
then added up to a total score, where a total of 0-13 scored as a teacher-centered 
classroom, 14-25 as a transitional classroom, and 26-38 as a learner-centered classroom. 
Each observation’s total score was recorded to arrive at a cumulative score of the 
presence of an AS/SC approach to instruction. An entire Judaics lesson, ranging from 30 
to 45 minutes, was used as the unit of observation.  
The author does not have any supervisory or evaluative relationship with the 
teachers and all teachers consented to observation. Scores from the WPPSI-IV and 
WISC-V tests and Judaic Studies curriculum guide were retrieved from the school 
administrative office with permission from school administration.  
Summary of Results 
The main purpose of this needs assessment was to identify the degree to which 
second and fourth-grade students at a private Jewish day school are academically 
engaged or disaffected by their learning and to compare levels of engagement between 
grades and between General and Judaic Studies. An additional purpose was to identify 
whether teachers’ perceptions of student engagement were congruent with student 
reports. Findings from the analyzed data indicate significant differences in engagement 
and disaffection among grade levels and between General and Judaic Studies.  
Grade-level Differences 
Results from this needs assessment reflect that second-grade students reported 
significantly higher levels of behavioral and emotional engagement and lower levels of 
emotional disaffection in General Studies and Judaic Studies than fourth-grade students. 
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There was no statistically significant difference between second and fourth-grade 
students in their reports of behavioral disaffection in General Studies or in Judaic Studies. 
Whereas second-grade students reported relatively high levels of behavioral and 
emotional engagement, fourth-grade students reported being only moderately engaged in 
behavioral and emotional dimensions. This aligns with prior research findings that 
engagement steadily declines throughout a student’s years in school (Balfanz et al., 2007; 
Morgan & Fuchs, 2007; Wigfield & Eccles, 2002). Both second-grade students and 
fourth-grade students reported moderate levels of behavioral and emotional disaffection. 
No significant gender differences were found in levels of behavioral engagement, 
behavioral disaffection, or emotional disaffection. Female students reported feeling more 
emotionally engaged in their learning than male students.  
While this data reflects students’ levels of engagement and disaffection are not 
critically low, it does reflect that students, particularly fourth-grade students, are not as 
engaged as they could be. With the majority of students demonstrating high cognitive 
potential and lacking the potential risk factors associated with low socioeconomic status, 
the reasons behind an absence of high levels of behavioral and emotional engagement 
and the presence of moderate levels of emotional disaffection are worthy of further 












Comparing General Studies and Judaic Studies  
Findings indicate that both second-grade students and fourth-grade students are 
significantly more behaviorally engaged and emotionally engaged in General Studies. 
Comparing Teacher Report with Student Report  
In examining whether teachers’ reports of their students’ engagement matched 
student reports of engagement, findings highlight that both General Studies teachers and 
Judaic Studies teachers perceived their students as being more behaviorally engaged than 
students’ self-reported levels of behavioral engagement. General Studies teachers 
perceive their students are significantly less behaviorally disaffected than students 
reported about themselves. General Studies teachers and both second and fourth-grade 
students did not differ in their reports of emotional engagement or disaffection. In 
Table 2 
Comparison of Engagement in GS and JS 
 Mean Standard Deviation Sig. (2-tailed) 
GS v. JS Behavioral Engagement .60656 2.55786 .069 
GS v. JS Emotional Engagement .90000 3.32785 .040 
GS v. JS Behavioral Disaffection .52542 3.55429 .261 
GS v. JS Emotional Disaffection 1.23214 8.84409 .302 
    
Table 3 
Paired Samples Correlation 
   
 N Correlation Sig. 
    
GS v. JS Behavioral Engagement 61 .337 .008 
GS v. JS Emotional Engagement 60 .393 .002 
 

















contrast, Judaic Studies teachers differed in their perception of students’ levels of 
emotional disaffection and rated students as being more emotionally disaffected than the 
students rated themselves in Judaic Studies. The incongruity between student reports and 
teacher reports of engagement suggests that teachers believe that their students are more 
engaged in learning than students report that they are. It is possible that teachers may 
perceive students as engaged when they are in fact, merely being compliant and may be 
overlooking that students are not demonstrating an active and enthusiastic involvement in 
their learning.  
 
Underlying Factors of Engagement and Disaffection 
 Individual factors. In examining underlying factors that may be contributing to 
students’ moderate levels of engagement and disaffection, data was collected on students’ 
implicit theories of intelligence and sense of relatedness to classmates and teachers. 
Findings indicate that students reported neither a strong entity framework nor incremental 
framework. These results are expected based on the developmental phase of elementary 
school students, who generally do not solidify a motivational framework until fifth or 
sixth-grade (Cain & Dweck, 1995; Mahatmya et al., 2012).  All students reported a 
Table 4 
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relatively high sense of relatedness to Judaic Studies teachers, General Studies teachers, 
and peers. There was no statistically significant difference in theories of intelligence or 
sense of relatedness based on grade or gender. Data on students’ theories of intelligence 
and senses of relatedness do not indicate that students’ levels of engagement or 
disaffection are related to beliefs about intelligence or a sense of belonging.  
 Instructional practice. When observing teacher instructional practice over the 
course of several weeks, results reflect that all Judaics Studies teachers within this 
context utilize a teacher-centered approach to classroom instruction, with the teacher 
acting as the subject matter expert who is giving over information to students, and with 
students having minimal choice within the classroom environment (Center for Excellence 
in Teaching and Learning, 2013). Using the Learner-Centered Rubric for Classroom 
Observation (Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, 2013), all observation 
scores, which ranged from 8-13 points, fell within the teacher-centered approach. This 
teacher-centered approach was confirmed in conversations with Judaic Studies teachers at 
KDS regarding the ways in which they structure their instructional time. All Judaic 
Studies teachers shared that they use a whole-group frontal teaching approach, where 
students are expected to learn skills and content through memorizing information and 
vocabulary. Teachers then provide a review sheet, which they fill out together as a class, 
and which is the basis for the unit assessment.  
 While Judaic Studies teachers use a teacher-centered approach according to the 
features of a learner-centered classroom as defined by the Center for Excellence in 
Teaching and Learning (2013), General Studies teachers’ scores fell within the low-range 
of a transitional teaching approach. A transitional approach to classroom instruction 
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combines predominantly teacher-centered practices with some elements of learner-
centered practices (Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, 2013). With research 
highlighting the positive relationship between an autonomy-supportive, student-centered 
learning experience and student engagement, these findings suggest that instructional 
practices in Judaic Studies are contributing to students’ lower levels of engagement in this 
academic domain.   
 This needs assessment sought to explore the degree to which elementary school 
students are engaged in their learning at KDS, and to identify factors that may be 
influencing low levels of engagement. Data analysis indicated valid and reliable findings 
that students are significantly less engaged in Judaic Studies than in General Studies, and 
that a teacher-centered instructional practice in Judaic Studies may be the predominant 















Elementary school students at Kehillah Day School (KDS) report significantly 
lower levels of engagement in Judaic Studies learning than in General Studies learning 
(Weissman, 2017). Findings from a needs assessment at KDS (Weissman, 2017) suggest 
that teachers’ predominantly traditional, teacher-centered instructional approach 
contributes to students’ lower levels of engagement in Judaic Studies. Data collected 
from this needs assessment also indicates that students’ sense of relatedness and implicit 
theories of intelligence do not negatively impact students’ levels of engagement in either 
academic domain. It is possible to surmise, however, that a controlling, teacher-centered 
instructional approach, as compared to a student-centered approach, is a significant 
underlying factor contributing to the comparatively lower levels of engagement in Judaic 
Studies, and as such, is worthy of further consideration as the driving factor and focal 
point of this current study’s intervention.  
Theoretical Frameworks 
 Theories of motivation and engagement offer various lenses to understand what 
drives a person to exert sustained effort, enthusiasm, and psychological investment in 
pursuing and accomplishing a task or goal. When applying theories of engagement and 
motivation to education, research explores both what drives students to sustain energized 
effort and psychological investment in their learning, and what teachers and schools can 
do to support this effort and investment (Anderman et al., 2002; Connell & Wellborn, 
1990; McCormick & Plucker, 2013; Reeve & Halusic, 2009; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). 
Self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000) and Expectancy-
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value theory (Wigfield & Eccles, 2002) are the primary theoretical frameworks that serve 
as the organizational schema for the current study and shed light on the relationship 
between a teacher-centered learning environment and low levels of student engagement.    
Self-Determination Theory 
 Self-determination theory (SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000) is an 
organismic metatheory and proposes that human beings, throughout their entire lifetime, 
are naturally inclined to pursue their innate psychological needs of competence, 
autonomy, and relatedness. Competence is the degree to which a person is able to 
exercise their capacities, achieve an outcome, and thus feel successful (Ryan & Deci, 
2013). Within a learning environment, students feel competence when they succeed at 
tasks that are optimally challenging and when they receive positive feedback about their 
capabilities and achievement from peers and teachers (Deci et al., 1991; Lee & Hannafin, 
2016; Ryan & Deci, 2013).  Autonomy is the ability to initiate and regulate one’s own 
actions by one’s own volition (Ryan & Deci, 2013). Students perceive themselves as 
autonomous when they perceive that they have choice in their learning and are willingly 
engaged in the learning tasks, when they understand the rationale for why tasks are 
important or necessary, and when teachers design the learning tasks through considering 
the student’s frame of reference (Gillet, Vallerand, & Pelletier, 2012; Jang et al., 2010; 
Ryan & Deci, 2013). Relatedness is the feeling of connectedness within a given social 
context, whereby a person feels fully and securely accepted by and connected to others. 
Students will experience relatedness within a school environment in which teachers show 
care and affection to students while also clearly communicating reasonable expectations 
and limitations of acceptable behavior within the classroom. Positive peer relationships 
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wherein students provide each other emotional support, talk and listen to one another, and 
share learning experiences further contribute to a student’s feeling of relatedness (Furrer 
& Skinner, 2003; Furrer et al., 2014). 
 Extrinsic and intrinsic motivation in self-determination theory. SDT posits 
that a person’s motivation is either extrinsically controlled or intrinsically self-
determined. When motivation is controlled, a person’s goal-directed actions are regulated 
by external conditions and by the desire to comply to an externally imposed standard. 
Self-determined motivation, by contrast, is motivation which is driven completely by a 
person’s volition and sense of self. Here, one’s actions toward accomplishing a goal stem 
from intrinsic interests and desires, and thus bring a sense of pleasure and joy (Deci & 
Ryan, 1985; Saeed & Zyngier, 2012). When the needs of competence, autonomy, and 
relatedness are fulfilled, human beings develop adaptively, feel intrinsically motivated, 
and engage optimally in achieving goals and sustaining positive relationships (Deci & 
Ryan, 1985; Deci et al., 1991; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Skinner et al., 2009a).  
 There is a continuum of motivation, from least self-determined to most self-
determined (see figure 6). A person is extrinsically motivated when they engage in a task 
or activity for a purpose other than pure enjoyment and satisfaction. Extrinsic motivation 
spans four types of regulated behaviors: External regulation, the least autonomous 
motivation, is when a person is driven to act by reward or by avoidance of punishment. 
Introjected regulation is when a person is motivated by a sense of obligation or guilt. 
Identified regulation is a self-determined and autonomous form of extrinsic motivation, 
wherein a person identifies with the importance of an activity or behavior. Integrated 
regulation, the most self-determined and autonomous form of extrinsic motivation, is 
60 
 
when a person’s motivation is fully assimilated into their sense of self and personal 
values. Intrinsic motivation is the highest form of self-determination, wherein a person 
engages in a task or activity for the pure enjoyment of participating in it. 
 
Figure 6. Self-Determination Theory Continuum of Motivation 
 The role of the environment in self-determination theory. A central premise of 
SDT is that a social environment that supports the fulfillment of competence, autonomy, 
and relatedness will engender more intrinsically motivated and self-determined actions 
(Ryan & Deci, 2000).  Applied to an educational context, the school is the predominant 
environment that supports or undermines student motivation and engagement, to the 
degree that it facilitates student competence, autonomy, and relatedness.  If a learning 
environment, however, elicits students’ feelings of incompetence, of being controlled by 
others, and of social rejection, students will likely be driven to achieve through external 
contingencies and will be more likely to feel disaffection for learning (Deci et al., 1991; 
Jang et al., 2010; Irvin et al., 2011; Furrer et al., 2014; Skinner et al., 2009a). The finding 
that teachers utilize a highly-controlling, teacher-centered approach to teaching Judaic 
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Studies sheds light onto why students may be demonstrating comparatively low levels of 
engagement within this content area. This type of instructional approach undermines 
students’ perceptions of their own competence and autonomy and obviates task value or 
relevance beyond teacher approval and high grades. (Reeve, 2006; Urdan & 
Schoenfelder, 2006; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).  
 The self-system model of motivational development. The self-system model of 
motivational development (SSMMD) (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Skinner et al., 2008b) 
is a framework within the metatheory of self-determination and focuses on the influence 
of various contexts on a person’s fulfillment of their needs for competence, autonomy, 
and relatedness. Predicated on Ecological Systems Theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979), the 
SSMMD contends that the context of a school and the instructional practices of a teacher 
shape a students’ self-systems and self-processes, including cognitive appraisals, 
attributions, expectancies about success and failure, competence, autonomy, and self-
perceptions. A teacher’s provision of warmth, structure, and autonomy-support will yield 
positive self-systems or self-processes, while a teacher who uses rejection and control 
within a chaotic learning environment will bring about a student’s negative self-systems 
and self-processes. The positive or negative nature of these self-systems determines the 
degree to which a person’s needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness are met, 
which in turn, influences whether a person’s actions within the given context are engaged 
or disaffected. Consequently, engagement and disaffection impact the ability to learn and 
achieve within a school context. Predominantly negative self-concepts and self-systems 
in a particular domain lead to maladaptive developmental outcomes, while predominantly 
positive self-concepts and self-systems engender adaptive developmental outcomes 
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(Connell & Wellborn, 1990; Dupont et al., 2014; Skinner et al., 2009a; Skinner & Pitzer, 
2012). That is to say, the degree to which a person is engaged or disaffected acts as the 
proximal process through which positive or negative cognitive, social, and personality 
development occurs. This framework, as depicted in figure 7, underscores the importance 
of the school environment and classroom context in shaping students’ self-systems, and 
in turn, cultivating engagement in learning and overall adaptive development through 
helping students feel autonomous, competent, and connected to the social environment.  
 
Figure 7. Self-System Model of Motivational Development (Skinner & Pitzer, 2012). 
Expectancy-Value Theory of Motivation 
The Expectancy-value theory of motivation (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000, 2002) 
indicates that people are motivated to engage in some tasks and activities rather than 
others. This theory posits that motivation and engagement are driven by expectancies, 
which are a person’s expectations about their ability to successfully achieve a goal, and 
the degree to which they value the task. This theory asserts that a person’s task choice, 
persistence, and performance are determined by the answers to the questions “Do I think 
I will succeed at this task?” and “How much do I value this task?”. The greater the 
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student perceives a likelihood of success and the more significant the value a student 
assigns to the task, the more motivated and engaged a person will be towards its 
achievement (Eccles et al., 1983; Eccles et al., 1998; Wigfield & Eccles, 2002). 
Perceptions of likelihood of success and the level of task value work in tandem with the 
“cost” of the task. The concept of cost is defined as the way in which a person assesses 
the potential limitations or risks involved in pursuing a specific task. When a person 
measures the cost of the task, they are assessing whether the effort they may put forth is 
worth it.  
Developmental Considerations in Student Engagement 
 Hypotheses such as SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000), the SSMMD 
(Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Skinner et al., 2008b), and Expectancy-value theory 
(Wigfield & Eccles, 2000, 2002) all assert that adaptive and healthy child development is 
largely supported by a synchrony between a child’s individual capacities and their 
familial, school, and peer contexts (Skinner et al., 2009b; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). In 
their discussion of the relationship between student engagement and child development, 
Mahatmya et al. (2012) argue that each period of childhood development brings with it 
developmental tasks, which are defined as the changes and challenges that a child is 
meant to experience and overcome. These tasks can either hinder or support a student’s 
engagement in learning. Conversely, a student’s engagement in learning can strengthen 
the successful achievement of developmental tasks. The neurological, biological, 
cognitive, physical, and emotional growth and changes over childhood are critical to 
consider when conceptualizing what student engagement looks like through different 
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periods of childhood, and how engagement can be understood within the aforementioned 
theoretical frameworks.   
Middle Childhood 
Middle childhood (ages 6 to 12) is the specific developmental period of interest 
for this study. Within this stage of development, children are expanding their intellectual 
capacities, and are developing mastery and competence in academic and physical skills 
(Mahatmya et al., 2012). Children slowly begin to demonstrate metacognitive abilities, 
and display growing capabilities for mathematical, spatial and scientific reasoning, in 
addition to learning how to express ideas through oral language and written language 
(Immordino-Yang, Darling-Hammond, & Krone, 2018). Whereas the home environment 
is the most impactful learning environment in the early childhood years, the classroom 
becomes the most important learning environment in middle childhood. Within the 
classroom, children need to learn to collaborate, play cooperatively, work in teams, 
strengthen their operational reasoning, literacy and math skills, and begin to develop a 
capacity for self-evaluation (Immordino-Yang et al., 2018; Mahatmya et al., 2012). 
Immordino-Yang et al. (2018) assert that throughout middle childhood, children benefit 
from learning opportunities that are structured but that afford them experiences to teach 
and learn from peers, to invent and try out ideas, and to strengthen a sense of competence 
as a learner and as a social being.  With natural and gradual maturity as a key contributor 
to the self-regulatory skills necessary to accomplish many of the tasks of middle 
childhood, it is essential to recognize that the expectations of what engagement in 
learning looks like may present differently in boys and girls during this developmental 
phase, with girls often developing 20% faster than boys up until the adolescent years 
65 
 
(Aamodt & Wang, 2011). Similarly, engagement in learning may present differently in 
students with learning differences or with attentional challenges.  
 Development of academic self-concepts. The interplay of social context, 
children’s self-concepts, and children’s engagement in learning is underpinned by an 
understanding of child development. Young children’s initial self-concepts and ability 
beliefs are largely undifferentiated and inaccurate, thus leading them to misperceive and 
inflate likelihood of success or task value. This misperception may keep students engaged 
in learning, as they are not necessarily disaffected by lower expectancies for success. 
However, children begin to refine their ability beliefs and the value that they assign to 
different academic domains around first-grade (Cain & Dweck, 1995; Mahatmya et al., 
2012; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Although children in the early primary grades begin to 
understand the relationship between ability and effort, they do not yet connect this 
understanding to guide their goal setting to intentionally use behavioral strategies towards 
that goal (Miele et al., 2013). 
 The refinement of academic self-concept and motivational processes continues 
throughout middle childhood, with students developing more accurate assessments of 
their intelligence, ability, and competence as they progress through elementary school. A 
more nuanced self-concept also solidifies children’s inclination towards social 
comparison with peers (Mahatmya et al., 2012). This social comparison often drives an 
overall decline in children’s expectancies for success, evaluation of their own 
competence, and as such, engagement and motivation in learning (Marks, 2000; Martinek 
et al., 2016; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). As the school context places increasing emphasis 
on test scores, academic evaluation, and achievement with each progressive grade level, 
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children develop an increased focus on self-evaluation and are generally less intrinsically 
motivated (Martinek et al., 2016). By entry into middle school in fifth-grade or sixth-
grade, children have a coherent academic self-concept that guides their motivational 
framework (Cain & Dweck, 1995; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). This accounts for the fact 
that student engagement declines most steeply in the transition from elementary school to 
middle school, and why the high school years emphasize academic success in terms of 
competitive achievement (Balfanz et al., 2007; Wigfield & Eccles, 2002). It moreover 
highlights the importance of supporting children throughout their elementary school years 
in adaptive development of their self-systems and self-concept. The adaptive 
development of self-concept is driven, in part, by a student’s perceptions of autonomy, 
competence, and relatedness within their learning environment. As such, in structuring a 
classroom to support student autonomy and build students’ competence, teachers are 
working to cultivate an adaptive set of ability beliefs for each of their students.  
Religious and spiritual development. It is necessary to understand the 
progressive development of a child’s religious and spiritual self, when considering 
student engagement in the context of Judaic Studies education. Although not everyone 
reaches all stages, Fowler (1981) theorizes that faith develops in six stages over one’s 
lifetime. According to this approach, elementary school-aged children are in their mythic-
literal stage of development, during which they are engaged with and unquestionably 
accepting of religious stories, myths, and doctrine as truth. Children in this stage 
conceptualize religious stories and rules in literal terms and assign anthropomorphic 
attributes to an all-powerful God (Shire, 2011). Within a structured religious community, 
the mythic-literal stage of faith development coincides with the age at which children 
67 
 
typically begin their formal religious education and begin to integrate their more concrete 
operational understanding of the world around them with the natural childhood 
disposition of wonderment and awe (Hyde, 2010; Shire, 2011).  
  A Jewish day school provides the context through which children’s religious 
identities and spirituality can develop (Schein, 2013). With results of the needs 
assessment revealing that elementary school students are far less engaged in their Judaic 
Studies learning than in their General Studies learning, KDS may not be effectively 
nurturing their students’ spiritual development and positive Jewish identity to the optimal 
degree (Weissman, 2017). This not only points to the school’s potentially depleted 
effectiveness in fulfilling its educational mission, but to possible negative implications 
for students’ spiritual development, religious identity, and overall adaptive development 
(Cohen-Malayev et al., 2014; Glanville et al., 2008; Scales et al., 2014; Schein, 2013; 
Shire, 2011).  
The Role of the Classroom Context and Instructional Practice in Student 
Engagement 
As children enter elementary school, the classroom context becomes the 
predominant influence in cultivating or limiting students’ engagement with learning, and 
in this study’s context of interest, encourages or discourages students’ engagement with 
Judaic studies learning and religious identity development (Cohen-Malayev et al., 2014; 
Irvin et al., 2011; Skinner et al., 2009a). With research indicating that student’s self-
perceptions of competence, autonomy, and belonging in the classroom environment 
positively impact their engagement in learning, the question of what instructional 
practices and what type of learning environment mediate this relationship is critical to 
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explore (Dupont et al., 2014; Jang, 2008; Jang et al., 2010; Reeve, Jang, Carrell, Jeon, & 
Barca, 2004; Skinner et al., 2009a). Rooted in SDT, the SSMMD, and Expectancy-value 
theory, extensive research points to the significant disadvantages of a teacher-centered, 
controlling learning environment, as identified in Chapter One, and the positive outcomes 
of classroom environments with student-centered teaching and learning practices (Hood-
Cattaneo, 2017; Lin-Siegler et al., 2016; McCormick & Plucker, 2013).  
Student-centered Learning Environments 
A student-centered, or learner-centered environment embodies a group of 
instructional strategies whereby students build their own learning experiences and 
“reconstruct knowledge dynamically in an open-ended learning environment” (Lee & 
Hannafin, 2016, p. 708). Implicit in this approach is the teacher’s provision of autonomy-
support, whereby a teacher listens to and considers student input, offers feedback that is 
informative in addition to summative and evaluative, designs challenging and relevant 
learning activities, and provides students with choice about the process or content of their 
learning (Cheon et al., 2018; Deci et al., 1991; Jang et al., 2010). Within an autonomy-
supportive, student-centered (AS/SC) learning environment, a teacher functions as a 
facilitator and guide, rather than as an authoritative expert providing direct instruction. 
Through “optimally guided learning” (Lee & Hannafin, 2016, p.708) opportunities, 
teachers provide students the agency and support to identify individual learning goals, 
research inquiries, and construct knowledge through meaningful hands-on, student-driven 
activities (Buck Institute for Education, 2015; Center for Excellence in Teaching and 
Learning, 2013; Lee & Hannafin, 2016; Whitlock & Brugar, 2017). This study will 
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therefore refer to this instructional approach and learning environment as autonomy-
supportive, student-centered (AS/SC) teaching and learning.  
AS/SC teaching and learning. AS/SC learning draws from Constructivist theory 
and brings together the work of Piaget (1952; 1985), Dewey (1902; 1986; 1990), Bruner 
(1960), and Vygotsky (1978), in the belief that students actively construct and organize 
their knowledge and understanding through constant interactions with the social and 
physical environment (Hood-Cattaneo, 2017). AS/SC teaching and learning include the 
active learning pedagogies of problem-based, discovery-based, project-based, inquiry-
based, and case-based learning. For the purposes of this study, the author will not focus 
on a specific active-learning pedagogy, but will consider the broader application of 
student-centered learning pedagogies through the six key features of student-centered 
learning environments including classrooms that are  (a) learner centered; (b) focused on 
process and content of learning; (c) focused on interdisciplinary learning; (d) focused on 
teacher-student and peer collaboration; (e) focused on student reflection; and (f) focused 




Figure 8. Six Key Features of an AS/SC environment 
 
Weimer (2013) offers a complementary perspective on AS/SC learning 
environments by delineating the five focal areas that are necessary to address in shaping a 
student-centered classroom including (a) the balance of power; (b) the function of 
content; (c) the role of the teacher; (d) the responsibility for learning, and (e) the purpose 
and processes of evaluation. In a student-centered classroom, power over the learning 
process is shared responsibly between teacher and student; the function of content is less 
about covering a certain amount of the curriculum and far more about developing 
learning skills and deepening knowledge; the role of the teacher is of guide, facilitator, 
and designer of learning experiences; and the goal of evaluation is to promote further 
learning and deeper understanding, rather than to assign grades. Regardless of the 
specific definitional framework utilized, overarchingly, AS/SC classrooms emphasize 
student self-direction, with the goal of developing skills and content knowledge and 
























helping a child to become a learner who is an "autonomous and self-propelled thinker 
with a love and capacity for learning after formal schooling" (Bruner, 1961, p. 2; Hood-
Cattaneo, 2017).  
 Outcomes of AS/SC teaching and learning. AS/SC teaching and learning is 
evidenced to increase student motivation, engagement, and positive attitudes towards 
learning, in addition to strengthening students’ concept mastery, knowledge retention, 
and content transferability (Barron & Darling-Hammond, 2008; Hood-Cattaneo, 2017; 
Lattimer & Riordan, 2011; Taboada Barber et al., 2017; Whitlock & Brugar, 2017). 
Students’ skill development in an AS/SC learning environment has been found to be 
either equivalent to or greater than that which they developed through traditional teacher-
driven instruction (Barron & Darling-Hammond, 2008; Filippatou & Kaldi, 2010; Hovey 
& Ferguson, 2014; Lattimer & Riordan, 2011). While AS/SC teaching approaches have 
been criticized as teaching with “minimally guided instruction” (Kirschner, Sweller, & 
Clark, 2006, p.1), Hmelo-Silver, Duncan, and Chinn (2007) point out that AS/SC 
teaching requires significant scaffolding and guidance from teachers and still necessitates 
the use of direct instruction to teach skills or introduce specific content. This is echoed in 
Reeve’s (2006, 2016) research on the importance of providing structure within an 
autonomy-supportive learning environment through clearly and regularly communicated 
rules, routines, and expectations, standards and goals for learning, and organizational 
strategies. Underpinned by a carefully structured learning environment, children in an 
AS/SC classroom learn skills and content and meet learning standards within a context of 
relevance and applicability (Hmelo-Silver et al., 2007; Mitchell, Foulger, Wetzel, & 
Rathkey, 2009). Outcomes of equivalent or greater skill development, increased concept 
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mastery, increased long-term retention, and increased critical thinking skills have been 
evidenced for students as young as kindergarten throughout higher education, and for 
students with diverse learning capacities (Hovey & Ferguson, 2014; McCombs et al., 
2008; Young-Jones, Cara, & Levesque-Bristol, 2014).  
AS/SC pedagogies for students with learning differences. The value of an 
AS/SC approach to teaching and learning is particularly relevant when considering 
diverse learning profiles, as it allows students to build upon their prior knowledge and 
access information within their specific level of understanding and skill (Hovey & 
Ferguson, 2014; Lee & Hannafin, 2016). In their research on the effectiveness of project-
based learning (PBL) with elementary school students with learning disabilities, 
Fillipatou and Kaldi (2010) and Kaldi, Fillipatou, and Govaris (2011) found that students 
enriched and expanded their knowledge through the multi-sensory, hands-on approach of 
PBL, in addition to increasing their self-efficacy and task value. Kaldi et al. (2011) 
caution, however, that support needs to be given to students for whom the open-ended 
and self-directed nature of a PBL environment may be difficult to navigate. This echoes 
the importance of structure within an AS/SC learning environment. With adaptation of 
manipulatives and materials based on the specific needs of the students, PBL offers 
promise for the achievement and motivation of students with learning differences, 
whereby teachers explicitly teach and adapt approaches for students to generate their own 
learning opportunities and construct knowledge through building upon their prior 
knowledge and curiosities (Lee & Hannafin, 2016).  
Gifted students. An AS/SC approach to learning also offers proven benefits to 
high achieving and gifted students. Wang, Huang, and Hwang (2016) found that in 
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addition to increases in achievement, gifted and non-gifted students both made 
comparable gains in their problem-solving ability and learning motivation when learning 
through a PBL approach to mathematics. McCormick and Plucker (2013) argue that 
student-centered learning is essential to engage gifted students in their learning, in that it 
allows learning to be interactive as students delve into curiosities and pace themselves 
either independently or in small groups. Gifted students who may deem school as 
irrelevant without the context of a general education or mixed ability classroom can 
engage in various and simultaneous learning activities that feel relevant and that are 
open-ended enough to require critical thinking and problem solving for students of 
varying cognitive abilities.   
AS/SC pedagogy in religious education. Although the research on best 
instructional practices in religious education is limited, literature supports a student-
centered and hands-on approach to religious education, while it also recognizes the pull 
that exists between such a pedagogy and the authoritative discourse approach to religious 
education, where teachers prioritize the transmission of dogmatic religious knowledge to 
their students  (Afdal, 2015; Hassenfeld, 2017; Holtz; 2003; Hyde, 2010; van der Zee, 
Hermans, & Aarnoutse, 2008; Vermeer, 2012). This tension is present within the research 
on Jewish education, where scholars point to the importance of literacy and transmission 
of Jewish knowledge alongside the deeply embedded values of questioning and critique 
within the Jewish tradition (Hassenfeld, 2017; Holtz, 2003; Rosenak, 2003; Shire, 2011). 
Holtz (2003), one of the foremost scholar on the pedagogy of Jewish sources, argues that 
while Jewish educators are “deeply involved in the enterprise of cultural transmission” 
(p.37), and as such, are charged with the responsibility to transmit a body of knowledge 
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and specific competencies to their students, they are simultaneously responsible for 
providing students with the experience of engaging and interacting with the ideas, 
concepts, and traditions they are teaching. The balance of the “mimetic” tradition of 
education, where teaching is “the transmission of factual and procedural knowledge from 
one person to another” (p.38) with the “transformative” tradition of education, where 
teaching is aimed at bringing about “a transformation of one kind or another in the person 
being taught” (p.39) sits at the heart of the current problem of practice addressed in this 
study, where Judaic studies teachers feel the responsibility to transmit a body of 
knowledge to their students, but where students are not necessarily receiving an 
education that is transformative in nature.  
The argument for an AS/SC approach to religious education is amplified by 
considering tenets of cognitive science and childhood spiritual development (Afdal, 
2015; Hyde, 2008; Hyde, 2010; Schein, 2013; Shire, 2011).  Challenging the notion of 
religious education as an act of transmission, Afdal (2015) argues that an effective 
religious education requires learning through interaction with other students and with 
symbolic and material tools and experiences. Van der Zee et al. (2008) further highlight 
the importance of experiential and participatory learning in religious education in that it 
strengthens students’ positive religious identity formation.  
Hyde (2008, 2010), Shire (2011), and Schein (2013) all stress the need for 
religious educators to recognize that children make meaning of the world around them 
through their sense of wonder. Accordingly, religious education should provide avenues 
through which children can ask meaningful questions, discuss and wonder openly, and 
explore religion and spirituality through a variety of modalities. A religious education 
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classroom, therefore, should build upon what Hyde (2010) terms children’s religious 
“dispositional framework” (p.261) which include children’s curiosities, questions and 
conversations, problem-solving, meaning-making, and interests. Schein (2013) applies 
Hyde’s (2010) thesis to the framework of Jewish education, in suggesting that a Jewish 
day school environment naturally offers opportunities for children to develop deep 
connections, belief, wonderment and awe, which in turn, can nurture their spiritual 
development.  
Meaning-making and relevance. An AS/SC pedagogic approach is predicated on 
authentic learning and real-world application, increases student perceptions of relevance 
and value, and in turn, strengthens their motivation and engagement in learning (Barron 
& Darling-Hammond, 2008; Fillippatou & Kaldi, 2010; Lam, Chen, & Ma, 2009; Lee & 
Hannafin, 2016; Wigfield & Eccles, 2002). Considered within a Jewish educational 
context, these findings are particularly relevant as scholars are calling for a paradigm of 
Jewish education that is more learner-centered, meaningful, and focused on the twenty-
first century skills of creating, connecting, communicating, collaborating, and thinking 
critically (Krakowski, 2011; Lattimer & Riordan, 2011; Pomson, 2011; Woocher, 2012).  
AS/SC teaching and learning in Judaic Studies provides a framework through which 
students can drive their religious learning experience and find personal meaning and 
relevance in their Jewish education (Hassenfeld, 2018; Leibowitz & Ornelas Otero, 2017; 
Pomson, 2011; Woocher, 2012).  
Potential challenges in AS/SC teaching and learning. An extensive body of 
literature underscores the positive correlation between AS/SC pedagogy and student 
engagement in learning, with a particularly compelling argument for the importance of 
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this approach within a religious educational framework. However, adopting this approach 
within a Judaic Studies elementary classroom poses the challenge of adapting teacher 
beliefs around pedagogy, especially given the added dimension of the arguably sacred 
responsibility to transmit Jewish knowledge that Judaic Studies teachers feel (Hassenfeld, 
2018; Holtz, 2003; Krakowski, 2011; Pomson, 2011).   
Teachers’ orientations. The approach that a teacher takes in how they teach, what 
they emphasize, and how they structure classroom instruction can either hinder or support 
a students’ achievement and engagement in learning (Ryan & Deci, 2013). This is 
particularly important to consider in the realm of religious education, where teachers’ 
orientations to their subject matter are often rooted in deeply held religious beliefs (Holtz, 
2003). A teacher’s orientation to teaching is the way in which their knowledge and 
beliefs, both about teaching and about the specific subject matter, shape how and what 
they choose to teach (Grossman, 1990; Holtz, 2003), thus forming what Holtz argues is 
their “interpretive stance” (p.47). Galili-Schachter (2011) builds upon Grossman’s (1990) 
and Holtz’s (2003) discussion of teacher orientation in her argument that teachers are 
often not consciously aware of their orientation, or what Galili-Schachter (2011) terms, 
their pedagogic hermeneutic orientation (PHO). A teacher’s PHO is based on deeply 
ingrained values and ideologies that touch upon the questions of what the goals of 
education are, what “good teaching” looks like, what is considered a legitimate approach 
to religious education, and what is the best way to achieve these goals. 
 Holtz (2003) argues that there are nine varied orientations to teaching the Bible, 
which include (1) a contextual orientation, (2) a literary criticism orientation, (3) a 
reader-response orientation, (4) a Jewish interpretive orientation, (5) a moralistic-didactic 
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orientation, (6) a personalization orientation, (7) an ideational orientation, (8) an action 
oriented orientation, and finally, (9) a decoding, translating, and comprehension 
orientation.  Teachers often adopt multiple orientations, which together, comprise the 
organizational framework they use to guide their instruction and goals for their students. 
Holtz (2003) extends his explication of orientations to teaching the Bible in suggesting 
that certain orientations are typically present in different educational settings. In a school 
context, such as KDS, where the Judaic Studies teachers are Orthodox Jews and are 
teaching through an Orthodox perspective, teachers often adopt a combination of the 
Jewish interpretive orientation, moralistic-didactic orientation, and the decoding, 
translating, and comprehension orientation. Put differently, Orthodox Jewish day schools 
place an emphasis on students’ decoding, translating, and comprehension of biblical 
Hebrew, alongside the importance of teaching students the traditional Jewish 
commentaries on the Bible, and using the lessons of the Bible as a moral guide and as the 
evidence for observing mitzvot or commandments. These schools face the particular 
challenge of implementing an AS/SC to teaching Bible, given the transmissive nature of a 
curricular approach that prioritizes intensive skill development, teaching traditional 
commentaries and utilizing the Bible as a means for character education.  
Teacher change. Adopting an AS/SC approach to teaching requires teachers to 
relinquish a degree of control within a learning environment and curriculum they are 
accustomed to controlling (Clark, 2006; Mitchell et al., 2009). Extensive research points 
to the gradual, difficult, and multifaceted process of changing teachers’ practices, beliefs, 
and attitudes, and to the various system, school, and individual supports and barriers that 
influence teacher change (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002; Darling-Hammond, Hyler, & 
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Gardner, 2017; Guskey, 2002; Jensen, Sonnemann, Roberts-Hull, & Hunter, 2016). The 
introduction of a new pedagogic approach, which may challenge teacher beliefs and 
practices, could likely elicit teacher resistance and skepticism. As such, school leaders 
would need to develop and sustain goal-directed professional learning experiences for 
teachers that would build capacity, require an investment of time, human capital, and 
money, and would be continuously evaluated for fidelity of implementation and 
effectiveness (Brand & Moore, 2011; Calvert, 2016; Jensen et al., 2016; Mitchell et al., 
2009; Spillane, Reiser, & Reimer, 2002).  
Conceptual Framework 
 The conceptual framework for this study is predicated on the theoretical 
frameworks of Expectancy-value theory (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000, 2002), SDT (Deci & 
Ryan, 1985), and SSMMD (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Skinner et al., 2008a). As 
exhibited in figure 9, this study asserts that an AS/SC approach to teaching and learning 
will lead to greater student engagement, mediated by an increase in the level of student 
autonomy, a higher degree of student expectancies for success, an increased degree of 
value for the tasks and for the learning, as well as increases in students’ perceptions of 
competence. Higher levels of student engagement will increase or sustain students’ skill 




Figure 9. Conceptual Framework 
Proposed Intervention 
 The teacher-centered, transmissive pedagogic approach to Judaic Studies at KDS, 
whereby religious knowledge and content is authoritatively provided to students through 
direct, lecture-style instruction and through an emphasis on rote memorization, minimizes 
the degree to which students deem learning tasks in Judaic Studies valuable beyond the 
school environment and limits students’ perceptions of their competence and autonomy. 
While this approach to teaching may accomplish the goal of passing on information to 
students, this authoritative instructional practice stands in opposition to the research on 
AS/SC teaching and learning and is a primary driving factor of students’ low levels of 
engagement in Judaic Studies learning (Urdan & Schoenfelder, 2006; Weissman, 2017). 
As such, any intervention to address the low levels of engagement in Judaic Studies will 
need to focus on designing a learning environment and instructional approach Judaic 
Studies to foster students’ sense of competence and autonomy.  
 The current study involved the implementation of an AS/SC pedagogic approach 























study, the author focused the intervention specifically on the Bible Studies component of 
the school’s Judaic Studies curriculum. Within the Jewish day school context, Bible 
Studies encompasses both the formulaic skill development of reading, translating, 
analyzing, and interpreting specific portions of the Hebrew Bible as well as the broader 
conceptual knowledge of familiarity with biblical characters, places of geographical 
significance, vocabulary, events, concepts, and phrases within the narrative arc of the 
Hebrew Bible (Exler, 2016). In focusing the intervention on Bible Studies, the author 
explored changes in engagement as well as in skill development and content knowledge 
when students learn a Bible unit through different pedagogical approaches.  
 Judaic Studies teachers at KDS attended an 18-hour workshop in the Summer of 
2018 as a professional learning opportunity where they (a) learned the theory and 
practical application of an AS/SC instructional approach, and (b) collaboratively 
developed one month-long unit of the Bible curriculum per grade-level as an AS/SC unit 
of study. In the 2018-2019 school year, participating teachers implemented their newly 
designed units of Bible in their third and fourth-grade classes. The author utilized a 
mixed-methods embedded non-equivalent comparison group design, where participating 
teachers and their students comprised the treatment group, and the non-participating 
teachers and students served as the control group (Newcomer et al., 2010). At the 
conclusion of the intervention, students in control and treatment groups completed the 
same teacher-designed, standardized grade-level assessment to demonstrate their skill 
development and content knowledge. The assessment was developed using the standards 
and benchmarks for that specific unit of Bible instruction (Exler, 2016; Weissman, 2017). 
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All participants also completed the Engagement versus Disaffection in Learning, Student 
Report (Skinner et al., 2008a) to measure their levels of engagement in learning Bible.  
Conclusion 
 Based on the author’s review, an AS/SC approach to teaching the Hebrew Bible 
can increase students’ engagement while sustaining or increasing their skill development 
and content knowledge. The author therefore conducted an intervention whereby 
participating teachers implemented Bible units that were structured to be AS/SC within 
their homeroom classes. While the adoption and execution of this approach to teaching 
poses challenges including the need for extensive training, time management, inadequate 
staffing, and incongruous scheduling structures, research suggests that teaching through 
an AS/SC can yield benefits for both students and teachers, thus enhancing the classroom 
















Research points to the positive association between autonomy-supportive, student-
centered (AS/SC) teaching and learning, and increases in student engagement, skill 
development, and content knowledge (Barron & Darling-Hammond, 2008; Filippatou & 
Kaldi, 2010; Whitlock & Brugar, 2017). The author proposed that an AS/SC approach to 
Bible study in the third and fourth-grade will address the problem of elementary school 
students’ comparatively low levels of engagement in Judaic Studies when compared to 
General Studies.  
Research Questions 
 To identify the potential influence of an AS/SC pedagogy on students’ engagement, 
skill development and content knowledge in Bible, the following research questions (RQ) 
guided this study:  
RQ1. Does an AS/SC approach to teaching the Hebrew Bible, over the course of 
four to six weeks, increase elementary school students’ engagement in learning in 
comparison to students who learned the same content through a traditional, 
teacher-centered approach? 
RQ2. Does an AS/SC approach to teaching the Hebrew Bible, over the course of 
four to six weeks, increase elementary school students’ skill development in that 
academic domain, in comparison to students who learned the same content 
through a traditional, teacher-centered approach?  
RQ3. Does an AS/SC approach to teaching the Hebrew Bible, over the course of 
four to six weeks, increase elementary school students’ content knowledge in that 
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academic domain, in comparison to students who learned the same content 
through a traditional, teacher-centered approach?  
Research Design  
The author utilized Newcomer et al.'s (2010) continuum of evaluation approaches 
to guide the process and outcome evaluation design for the proposed intervention 
(Weissman, 2017). By combining formative and summative program evaluations, the 
author identified the strengths and weaknesses within the implementation process and 
evaluated whether the desired outcomes of increased student engagement, skill 
development, and content knowledge were achieved (Newcomer et al., 2010; Rossi, 
Lipsey, & Freeman, 2004). In using an embedded mixed-methods evaluation approach, 
the author gathered qualitative data on the experience of implementation for both teachers 
and collected quantitative data to identify fidelity of implementation and levels of student 
achievement and engagement (Burch & Heinrich, 2016). The author used a participatory 
approach to both program and evaluation implementation, involving teachers and 
administrators in generating program goals and in analyzing evaluation data (Rossi, 
Lipsey, & Freeman, 2004; Weissman, 2017). By sharing the needs assessment data with 
participating teachers, the author framed this study as addressing a relevant and 
compelling problem of practice. This participatory approach to program development 
aligns with significant research that points to the importance of teacher agency and 
involvement in designing improvement goals and of using data that speaks to specific 
classroom challenges that matter to teachers to guide professional learning and change 
initiatives (Calvert, 2016).  The mixed-methods data and the participation of stakeholders 
in evaluation is important in using the utilization-focused evaluation information to drive 
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longer-term changes in instructional practice and corresponding school policies (Burch & 
Heinrich, 2016; Newcomer et al., 2010; Strosberg & Wholey, 1983).  
Process Evaluation  
 A process evaluation is a systematic method of assessing the implementation and 
experience of an intervention. This is conducted through an evaluation of specific 
indicators of program implementation, including context, participant responsiveness and 
barriers to implementation. In conducting a process evaluation, the author was able to 
identify the success or lack thereof of specific components of the intervention, to then 
better understand the mechanisms that yielded any identified outcomes (Saunders, Evans, 
& Joshi, 2005). 
 Process evaluation questions. The following questions guided the process 
evaluation of this study: 
 Did the participating teachers identify the relative utility of using an AS/SC 
approach for a unit of their Bible curriculum, as measured through semi-
structured interviews and participant reflection journals?  
• Did participating teachers deliver a full implementation of the intervention 
program, as measured by teacher attendance logs, complete delivery of curricular 
components of the chosen unit of Bible instruction, and adherence to an AS/SC 
approach for the duration of the unit as measured through Learner-Centered 
Rubric for Observation (Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, 2013)? 
• Did participating teachers perceive collegial and supervisory support regarding 
their adoption of an AS/SC to Bible instruction? 
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• What barriers caused by scheduling or staffing structures, if any, were identified 
by participants or by the author, as hindering the process of program 
implementation? 
 Evaluation of program implementation. Program implementation involves the 
accuracy of the program’s reach, dosage delivered and received, and fidelity (Linnan & 
Steckler, 2002). In the current study, program implementation is defined as (a) 100% 
teacher participation and 75% student participation; (b) complete delivery of all the 
curricular components of the chosen unit of Bible instruction; and (c) adherence to an 
AS/SC approach for the month-long duration of the unit. Measures included teacher 
attendance logs, signed consent forms, and checklists of curricular components to cover, 
along with the Learner Centered Rubric for Observation (Center for Excellence in 
Teaching and Learning, 2013). Evaluating program implementation helps identify 
potential causal inferences between AS/SC teaching and a change in student engagement 
and skill development (Weissman, 2018).  
 Evaluation of implementation context. The context of an intervention refers to 
the environment in which implementation occurs (Baranowski & Stables, 2000). In this 
study, the author examined context through participants’ perceptions of collegial and 
supervisory support for the adoption of an AS/SC approach to Bible instruction. This will 
be qualitatively measured through an analysis of the author’s field notes, teacher 
reflection journals, and teacher interviews. The author’s Theory of Treatment (ToT) and 
Logic Model (LM) hypothesize a relationship between participants’ perceived collegial 
and supervisory support and the outcomes of broader adoption of the pedagogy, increased 
student engagement, skill development and content knowledge (Lotter & Miller, 2017; 
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Price, 2015; Thoonen, Sleegers, Oort, Peetsma, & Geijsel, 2011; Weissman, 2018). 
Evaluating participants’ perceptions of support indicates whether the presence or absence 
of support may have contributed to the hypothesized the outcomes (Weissman, 2018). 
The ToT and LM can be found in Appendix F.  
 Fidelity of implementation: Participant responsiveness. In this study, 
participant responsiveness is the degree to which teachers willingly and positively 
implemented an AS/SC approach to Bible instruction. This was qualitatively measured 
through teacher reflection journals, semi-structured interviews with teachers, and the 
author’s field notes. As reflected in the author’s ToT and LM, willingness to implement a 
new pedagogy serve as a precursor to the successful implementation of an AS/SC 
approach (Lotter & Miller, 2017; Price, 2015). The presence or absence of these 
underlying processes can further identify process components that contributed or 
hindered its successful implementation (Saunders, Evans, & Joshi, 2005). 
 Barriers. Assessing barriers in a process evaluation refers to evaluating the 
obstacles that may impede the success of a program (Baranowski & Stables, 2000). In 
this current study, potential foreseen barriers include scheduling limitations as a result of 
the school’s dual-curriculum or staffing structures that may not support AS/SC learning. 
It includes potential barriers to complete teacher participation. This was qualitatively 
measured through teachers’ reflection journals, semi-structured interviews, and the 
author’s field notes.  
Process Evaluation Indicators 
The author measured specific indicators of program implementation, context, 
participant responsiveness and barriers to implementation. As reflected in the Process 
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Evaluation Data Collection Matrix (Appendix G), these indicators serve as metrics of the 
degree to which the program was implemented as intended by the author and the roles of 
context, participant responsiveness, and barriers in the process of implementation.  
Teacher sustained participation. This indicator identified the degree to which 
the third and fourth-grade participating teachers sustained participation in the 
intervention. This participation is an essential input as reflected in the author’s logic 
model and will be measured, by the author, through daily teacher attendance logs and 
classroom check-in logs for the duration of the intervention (Weissman, 2018).  
 Student participation in intervention. Student participation refers to the number 
of third and fourth-grade students who assent and whose parents provide consent to the 
completion of a survey at the culmination of the intervention. This indicator is measured 
by the number of consent forms received by the end of participant recruitment and was 
collected by the author throughout the recruitment phase of the program. Student 
participation is a necessary component of program implementation, as students are a 
target audience identified in the author’s LM, are the recipients of the intervention and 
target of potential change (Weissman, 2018).  
 Implementation of AS/SC approach to unit of Bible instruction. The 
adherence to an AS/SC approach to a unit of Bible served as an indicator of the fidelity of 
implementation. This was measured through the Learner Centered Rubric for 
Observation (Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, 2013). Both the author and 
one third-party observer evaluated the ongoing implementation of this approach by 
observing teachers’ classroom implementation, twice-weekly for 30-45 minutes, for the 
duration of the intervention. As reflected in the author’s ToT, an AS/SC approach was 
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hypothesized to be the overarching mechanism of influence and change within this 
proposed intervention (Barron & Darling-Hammond, 2008; Filippatou & Kaldi, 2010; 
Lattimer & Riordan, 2011). As such, it was essential to understand the quality and extent 
to which this approach was delivered and received, so to potentially infer causality 
between this method of instruction and changes in engagement, skill, and content 
knowledge.  
 Full dose of delivery of AS/SC unit of Bible. The dosage of the delivery of an 
AS/SC unit of Bible refers to the degree to which teachers delivered this approach for the 
duration of the intervention and utilized this approach to teach each component of the 
specified Bible unit. Participating teachers completed a detailed checklist of the curricular 
elements, skills, and content knowledge, that are essential to address within the particular 
unit of Bible they are teaching. This data collection was ongoing during classroom 
implementation, as teachers marked off each curricular component covered and 
classroom observations noted the completion of curricular components.  
 Participating teachers’ beliefs and attitudes about an AS/SC approach. As 
reflected in the author’s ToT, participating teachers’ positive attitudes towards the 
implementation of the intervention were hypothesized to yield an increased adoption of 
an AS/SC approach to teaching Bible (Weissman, 2018). The degree to which 
participating teachers have a positive attitude and about this pedagogy was measured 
through (a) teachers’ entries in reflection journals (b) semi-structured interviews with 
each teacher at the completion of the intervention. 
 Participating teachers’ perceptions of collegial and supervisory support. As 
reflected in the author’s ToT, the degree to which teachers perceive themselves as 
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supported by colleagues and supervisors will influence their willingness to adopt a new 
pedagogical approach and implement the intervention (Weissman, 2018). Teachers’ 
perceptions of support from within their professional community was measured through 
(a) teachers’ entries in reflection journals, and (b) semi-structured interviews, by a trained 
third-party interviewer, with each teacher at the culmination of the intervention. An 
interview format will be found in Appendix H.  
 Presence of barriers to implementation of AS/SC unit of Bible. The presence 
of barriers to implementation was measured through (a) teachers’ entries in reflection 
journals, (b) semi-structured interviews, by a trained third-party interviewer, with each 
teacher at the culmination of the intervention, and (c) the author’s field notes kept for the 
duration of the intervention. While this component of evaluation investigated the 
potential barriers of scheduling and staffing, the use of qualitative measures and the 
emergent coding of qualitative data allowed teachers and the author to reflect upon 
potential unforeseen barriers as well. This reflects whether potential barriers theorized in 
the author’s LM were present and influential during program implementation and also 
indicates whether unforeseen barriers impacted the degree to which the program was 
successfully implemented (Weissman, 2018).  
 Process evaluation data collection and analysis.  
Quantitative process evaluation data. Data regarding teacher sustained 
participation, student participation, and the full dose of delivery of an AS/SC approach to 
a unit of Bible instruction were measured through daily teacher attendance logs and 
classroom check-ins for the duration of the intervention (Weissman, 2018). This data was 
collected as descriptive statistics and did not undergo further analyses.  
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Qualitative process evaluation data. Data about teachers’ experiences of unit 
implementation, beliefs about an AS/SC approach to instruction, perceptions of collegial 
support, and identification of barriers to implementation was collected through the 
author’s field notes, teacher interviews at the culmination of the intervention and teacher 
reflection journals kept for the duration of the intervention.  
 Data analysis. Data from author field notes, teacher interviews, and teacher 
reflection journals were analyzed through emergent coding (Saldaña, 2009). After the 
author transcribed both teacher interviews, she reviewed the transcripts and divided each 
interview in entirety into topical statements. A topical statement is defined as a complete 
and coherent thought made by the teacher. Using emergent coding (Saldaña, 2009), the 
author identified the various overarching categories within which all topical statements 
were situated. By dividing the entirety of the interviews into topical statements and 
categorizing the topical statements into overarching themes, the author was able to 
account for the entirety of the interview content. The author reviewed the interviews 
multiple times to further identify any notable codes and themes which helped with data 
interpretation. A full codebook can be found in Appendix I.  
Outcome Evaluation  
Outcome evaluation design. To evaluate intervention outcomes, the author 
utilized a non-equivalent comparison group design within a quasi-experimental 
framework (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). This regression-adjusted covariate 
design allowed for an untreated control group with dependent pre-test and post-test 
samples (Shadish et al., 2002). While the majority of studies on AS/SC interventions 
followed a quasi-experimental pre-test-post-test, the additional element of a comparison 
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group strengthens the ability within the current study to estimate causal inferences 
(Kokotsaki, Menzies, & Wiggins, 2016; Shadish et al., 2002). The assignment to 
treatment or control conditions was nonrandom. Students participated in a treatment or 
control group based on their homeroom classes, which are grouped heterogeneously for 
ability and include a relatively equal number of boys and girls (Weissman, 2017). 
Participating teachers implemented the intervention within their homeroom classes. Each 
participating grade level had two control groups and one treatment group. All assenting 
third and fourth-grade students whose parents provided consent for their participation 
participated. Two teachers participated in the treatment conditions and four teachers 
participated in the control groups. 
Strengths and limitations of the research design. The author proposed the 
aforementioned outcome evaluation design because of specific strengths that this design 
offers. Although alternative designs, such as a randomized controlled trial or regression 
discontinuity, were not feasible based on the participant sample and organizational 
limitations within the author’s professional context, the use of comparison groups along 
with a pre-test and post-test strengthened the ability to estimate valid causal inferences 
about the impact of an AS/SC approach to Bible on student engagement by providing 
more data upon which to build causal inference (Henry, 2010; Shadish et al., 2002).  A 
regression-adjusted covariate design allowed for causal inferences to be estimated while 
taking the covariates of student gender and cognitive ability into account and thus 
limiting omitted variable bias (Henry, 2010). As Shadish et al. (2002) suggest, utilizing a 
pre-test and comparison group helps to identify threats to validity including selection 
bias, selection-instrumentation, selection-regression, and selection-history. Furthermore, 
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while a non-equivalent comparison group design with pre-test and post-test cannot yield 
the strongest causal inference, the design is well-suited to answer the question of whether 
there was a difference or change in student engagement when content was learned 
through an AS/SC approach.  
The proposed non-equivalent comparison group design offered significant 
strengths given the limitations posed by the author’s professional context and participant 
sample, but it also raised some threats to validity and areas of weakness. The nonrandom 
assignment of participants to treatment or control conditions presents the problem of 
selection bias and weakens the ability to make strong causal inferences. Shadish et al. 
(2002) highlight the broad extent of threats to validity that must be considered in a non-
equivalent comparison group design, but also argue that close observation of the pattern 
of outcomes between the treatment and control group in a study of this design can help to 
differentiate possible threats from plausible threats.  
Several challenges remain. The pre-test and post-test, although providing added 
data upon which to estimate causal inferences, pose a testing threat to validity, as 
exposure to a test may impact future performance on the same test (Shadish et al., 2002). 
By conducting the study within one school context rather than adding additional sites, 
there was a lack of sampling validity and thus an inability to establish external validity. 
The use of a grade-level unit assessment, created by each grade-level teaching team, 
poses threats of validity and reliability. To ensure face validity and content validity, the 
author arranged for ten Judaic teachers to evaluate the assessment and used a test-retest 
reliability approach to ensure that the assessment is reliable. 
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 Outcome evaluation questions. The following questions guided the outcome 
evaluation of the current study: 
 Was there a difference in engagement for students who learned a unit of Bible 
through an AS/SC approach in comparison to students who learned a unit of Bible 
through a traditional, teacher-centered (T/TC) approach?  
 Was a there a difference in skill development for students who learned a unit of 
Bible through an AS/SC approach in comparison to students who learned a unit of 
Bible through a T/TC approach? 
 Was there a difference in content knowledge for students who learned a unit of 
Bible through an AS/SC approach in comparison to students who learned a unit of 
Bible through a T/TC approach? 
Hypotheses. The author proposes the following hypotheses:  
 Students who learn a unit of Bible through an AS/SC approach (treatment group) 
will report higher levels of engagement in comparison to students who learn 
through a T/TC approach (control group), as measured by the student report of the 
Engagement vs. Disaffection with Learning survey (Skinner et al., 2008a).  
 Students in the treatment group will demonstrate equivalent or increased skill 
development in articulated standards and benchmarks within the Bible curriculum 
in comparison to students in the control group, as measured by a grade-level unit 
assessment.  
 Students in the treatment group will demonstrate equivalent or increased content 
knowledge based on articulated standards and benchmarks within the Bible 
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curriculum in comparison to students in the control group, as measured by a grade-
level unit assessment.  
Method 
Participants 
 The participant sample included third and fourth-grade students and third and 
fourth grade Judaic Studies teachers at a private Jewish day school in a suburban area of a 
Mid-Atlantic state.  Seventy-five percent of families in the school earn an income greater 
than $100,000 a year with thirty-five percent of families earning greater than $200,000 a 
year, as per school report on families’ financial profiles. All students attending the school 
are Jewish and a significant majority of the students in the school are Caucasian. The 
school utilizes a dual-curriculum, teaching General Studies in the first 60% of the day 
and Judaic Studies in the remaining 40% of the day. Most students enter the elementary 
school in kindergarten or first-grade. The school has minimal additional enrollment after 
first-grade. 
 Student participants. Students were recruited through an opt-in consent form, 
which parents signed to provide permission for their child to participate in the study. The 
final third grade sample (n: 44) comprised of 77% of the total third grade student body (n: 
34; Female: 13; Male: 21). The third-grade treatment group comprised 27% of the total 
number of third grade participants (n: 9, Female: 4, Male: 5), with the remaining 73% of 
the third-grade participants comprising the grade’s control group (n: 25; Female: 9, Male: 
16). The final fourth grade sample was 83% of the total fourth grade student body (n: 38; 
Female: 23, Male: 15). The fourth-grade treatment group comprised 32% of the total 
number of fourth grade participants (n:12; Female:7; Male: 5), with the remaining 68% 
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comprising the grade’s control group (n: 26; Female: 16; Male:10). Two teachers – one 
per participating grade level -comprised the treatment group. The majority of participants 
scored between high average to very superior on the Wechsler Preschool and Primary 
Scale of Intelligence IV (WPPSI-IV) or the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children V 
(WISC-V), a standardized measure of cognitive ability, with no participant scoring below 
full-scale IQ score within the average range.  
 
Table 5 
Demographics of Student Participants 
 3rd Grade Control 3rd Grade Treatment 4th Grade Control 4th Grade Treatment 
Male n: 16 n: 5 n: 10 n: 5 
Female n: 9 n: 4 n:16 n: 7 
Total n: 25 n: 9 n: 26 n: 12 
 
Table 6 
Student Participants’ Full-Scale IQ from WPPSSI-IV or WISC-V 
 3rd Grade Control 3rd Grade Treatment 4th Grade Control* 4th Grade Treatment 
Well below average 0 0 0 0 
Below average 0 0 0 0 
Low average 0 0 0 0 
Average 7 2 8 1 
High average 13 6 7 7 
Superior 4 0 7 3 
Very Superior 1 1 0 1 




Teacher participants. Judaic Studies teachers were recruited through an opt-in 
consent form. All Judaic Studies teachers in the third and fourth-grade consented to 
participate in data collection. Teachers in treatment classrooms consented to be observed 
in their classrooms during their instructional time, to keep reflection journals, and to 
participate in an interview at the culmination of the intervention. All teachers in both the 
control and treatment classrooms are female and all identify as Orthodox Jews. The 
teacher in the third-grade treatment classroom, Malka holds a bachelor’s degree (B.A..) in 
Liberal Arts and a master’s degree in Curriculum and has been teaching for 14 years. 
Rachel, the teacher in the fourth-grade treatment classroom, is 64 years old, has a degree 
from a religious teaching seminary but does not hold a B.A. and master’s degree. She has 
been teaching for 47 years. There were two teachers in control classrooms in third-grade. 
One teacher, Leah, holds a B.A. and Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT), and has been 
teaching for 14 years. The other third-grade teacher, Tova, holds a teaching certificate 
from a religious teaching seminary, and has been teaching 22 years. In the fourth-grade 
control classrooms, one teacher, Chaya, holds a B.A. and a MAT, and has been teaching 
for 15 years. In the other fourth-grade control classroom, Sarah holds a B.A. and has been 
teaching for eight years.  
Table 7 
Teacher Training and Years of Experience, Control Group 
Pseudonym Degrees Earned Years Teaching 
Leah B.A., MA 14 
Tova Teaching certificate 22 
Chaya B.A., MAT 15 






Teacher Training and Years of Experience, Treatment Group 
Pseudonym Degrees Earned Years Teaching 
Malka B.A 
Master’s in Curriculum and Instruction 
14 




  Autonomy-supportive, student-centered pedagogical approach. An AS/SC 
pedagogical approach is a group of instructional strategies whereby a teacher provides 
students the autonomy and support to identify individual learning goals, research 
inquiries, and construct knowledge through meaningful student-driven activities. When 
utilizing a student-centered approach, the teacher serves predominantly as a guide, 
support and facilitator of learning rather than an authoritative expert providing direct 
instruction (Buck Institute for Education, 2015; Center for Excellence in Teaching and 
Learning, 2013; Lee & Hannafin, 2016).  
This pedagogical approach was measured using the Learner-Centered Rubric for 
Classroom Observation (Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, 2013). This 
rubric identifies five components of a learner-centered environment, which include (a) 
the role of the teacher, (b) the balance of power, (c) the function of content, (d) student 
responsibility for learning, and (e) the learning potential in assessments. For each of these 
categories, the rubric offers 3 to 5 descriptors of a teacher-centered classroom, a 
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transitional classroom, and a learner centered classroom, for a total of 19 descriptors 
overall. Sample rubric items are displayed in table 9.  
Table 9 
Sample Survey Items, Learner-Centered Rubric for Classroom Observation (Center for Excellence in Teaching and 
Learning, 2013) 
 Learner-Centered Transitional Teacher-Centered 
The role of the 
teacher 
For the majority of the class 
session, the teacher acts as a 
resource person (giving 
constructive feedback, eliciting 
different approaches, encouraging 
repeated attempts, etc.), working to 
support and enhance student 
investigations. 
Occasionally during the 
class session, the teacher 
acts as a resource person, 
working to support and 
enhance student 
investigations. 
The class session consists 
predominantly of the 
teacher conveying 
information; students 
watch while the teacher 
works. 
The balance of 
power 
There is a high proportion of 
student talk related to content, and 
a significant amount of it occurs 
between and among students. 
There is a high proportion 
of student talk related to 
content but usually 
between teacher and 
student. 
There is very little student 
talk related to content; the 





All or almost all students put effort 
into the class. If some students 
choose not to put in effort, the 
teacher is aware and takes action to 
engage them. 
The majority of students 
put effort into the class. 
However, when they fail to 
put effort in, there are no 
consequences (the teacher 
seems to not 
notice or ignores the 
behavior). 
The majority of students 
are not paying attention or 
putting effort into the 
class. The teacher does 
not seem to notice/care. 
 
Data collection. Observations were conducted in real-time by both the author and 
a trained third-party observer twice weekly for the duration of the unit. A complete 45-
minute lesson of Bible was used as the unit of observation. During observation, observers 
identified the 19 descriptors that were most notably true about the Bible lesson. All 
teachers and students were very familiar with the author prior to data collection. The 
author does not have any supervisory or evaluative relationship with the teachers and all 
teachers consented to observation.  
Data analysis. The rubric was scored by adding the number of descriptors chosen 
from each column of descriptors (learner-centered, transitional, teacher-centered). The 
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sum of each column was multiplied by 2 for the learner-centered column, by 1 for the 
transitional column, and by 0 for the teacher-centered column. The three products were 
then added up to a total score, where a total of 0-13 scored as a teacher-centered 
classroom, 14-25 as a transitional classroom, and 26-38 as a learner-centered classroom. 
Each observation’s total score was recorded. At the end of the intervention, all 
observation scores were averaged to arrive at a cumulative score of the presence of an 
AS/SC approach to instruction.  
To achieve trustworthiness of these measures, the researcher triangulated data and 
conducted member checking of the collected data. Furthermore, the researcher regularly 
debriefed the process of data collection with her dissertation adviser (Creswell, 2011; 
Shenton, 2004). A copy of the Learner-Centered Rubric for Observation (Center for 
Excellence in Teaching and Learning, 2013) is in Appendix E.  
 Teacher-centered, transmissive pedagogical approach. A teacher-centered, 
transmissive pedagogical approach is one in which the teacher singularly determines the 
specific skills, content, activities, materials, pace, and learning processes with which the 
students will engage (Clark, 2006; Froyd & Simpson, 2010; Hassenfeld, 2017). This 
approach positions the teachers as the experts on a given subject area and prioritizes the 
teaching of specific skills and information to students through lecture-based formats 
(Clark, 2006; Hassenfeld, 2017; Mitchell et al., 2009). In a teacher-centered classroom, 
learning is an act of student acquisition, in which the teacher adopts the role of 
“knowledge transmitter” (Lee & Hannafin, 2016, p. 710) and the student is the 
“knowledge receiver” (Lee & Hannafin, 2016, p.710). The goal of learning in a teacher-
centered classroom is for students to understand the specific content and to accomplish 
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the learning tasks that the teacher has determined as important and of interest (Center for 
Excellence in Teaching and Learning, 2013; Lee & Hannafin, 2016).  
 Student engagement. Student engagement is the behavioral, emotional, and 
attentional effort, interest, and sustained involvement a student puts towards learning 
(Skinner et al., 2009a, 2009b). In this study, student engagement was measured using the 
student report of the Engagement vs. Disaffection with Learning survey (Skinner et al., 
2008a). This survey measures behavioral engagement, behavioral disaffection, emotional 
engagement, and emotional disaffection. Skinner and colleagues (2009a) use the term 
“disaffection” to characterize a student’s passivity, anxiety, frustration, and boredom in a 
classroom setting that can likely lead to disengagement.  
 Behavioral engagement. Behavioral engagement is defined as a student’s effort, 
intensity, persistence, determination, and perseverance towards learning and task 
completion (Skinner et al., 2009a, 2009b). The behavioral engagement subscale on the 
student report of the Engagement vs. Disaffection (Skinner et al., 2008a) instrument is 
comprised of items measuring students’ active involvement and participation in learning. 
The behavioral disaffection subscale is comprised of items measuring students’ 
avoidance of learning, absence of effort, or withdrawal from classroom activities. 
Measures of disaffection are reverse-coded so that higher scores reflect lower levels of 
disaffection.  
 Emotional engagement. Emotional engagement is defined as the enthusiasm, 
enjoyment, and satisfaction a student feels about learning and school (Skinner et al., 
2009a, 2009b). An emotionally disaffected student can experience anxiety, avoidance, 
boredom, frustration, and anger and can disengage behaviorally and cognitively because 
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of their negative feelings towards school (Reyes et al., 2012; Skinner et al., 2009a). The 
emotional engagement subscale on the student report of the Engagement vs. Disaffection 
in Learning instrument measures students’ enthusiasm, sense of belonging, and value of 
learning. The emotional disaffection subscale measures students’ apathy, anger, anxiety, 
frustration and sadness in the learning environment. Measures of disaffection are reverse-
coded so that higher scores reflect lower levels of disaffection.  
 Student report. The Engagement vs. Disaffection with Learning Student Report is 
a 25-item survey. Students report their levels of engagement and disaffection in learning 
using a 4-point Likert scale. Five items measure behavioral engagement, five items 
measure behavioral disaffection, six items measure emotional engagement, and nine 
items measure emotional disaffection. On the student report, internal consistency 
reliabilities were adequate (.70 or higher) and cross-time correlations revealed a high 
degree of stability (average r = .62) in the scoring of the instrument (Skinner et al., 
2008a). A full copy of the Engagement vs. Disaffection with Learning Student Report 
can be found in Appendix A. Sample survey items are found in table 10. 
Table 10 
Sample Survey Items, Engagement vs. Disaffection with Learning, Student Report (Skinner et al., 2008a) 
Construct Sample Survey Items 
Behavioral Engagement I try to do well in class.  
In class, I participate in class discussion.  
I work as hard as I can in class.  
In class, I pay attention.  
Emotional Engagement When I’m in class, I feel good.  
Class is fun.  
When we work on something in class, I feel interested.  
I enjoy learning new things in class.  
Behavioral Disaffection I don’t try very hard in class.  
In class, I do just enough to get by.  
When I’m in class, I think about other things.  
When I’m in class, my mind wanders.  
Emotional Disaffection When we work on something in class, I feel bored.  
When I’m in class, I feel worried.  
Class is not all that fun for me.  





Demographic data. The author collected demographic data from teachers 
regarding their years of teaching experience and training, as research points to the 
complexity of adopting an AS/SC approach to learning (Clark, 2006; Mitchell et al., 
2008). 
Religious observance. The author also collected information on each student’s 
familial level of Jewish observance. Students’ levels of Jewish observance are an 
important area to explore, as familial factors can influence students’ levels of engagement 
(Fan & Williams, 2010; Janosz, 2012).  On the Qualtrics survey students completed, 
students completed a survey item that asked them to choose one of the following two 
options: “My family drives in the car and uses the phone or computer on Shabbat”, or 
“My family does not drive in the car or use the phone or computer on Shabbat”. This 
qualifying statement was used as an indicator as to whether students and their families 
abide one of the fundamental principles of Orthodox Judaism and was therefore used to 
identify students as either Orthodox or non-Orthodox. 
Confounding variables. The author collected information on student gender and 
student cognitive ability as measured by school admissions records, which include each 
student’s score on the Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence IV (WPPSI-
IV) or the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children V (WISC-V). Scores from the 
WPPSI-IV and WISC-V were retrieved from the school administrative office with 
permission from school administration. 
Skill development. Skill development within the context of an elementary school 
Bible Studies curriculum is defined as a student’s ability to progress towards and meet 
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grade-level benchmarks for reading, translating, analyzing, and interpreting specific 
portions of the Hebrew Bible (Exler, 2016). To measure skill development, the researcher 
and participating teachers collaboratively designed an assessment to evaluate the degree 
to which students meet grade-level benchmarks for text skills within their Bible unit. 
Assessments were specific to each grade-level. 
Using a trained third-party interviewer, the researcher conducted semi-structured 
interviews with participating teachers, to investigate teachers’ perceptions and 
comparisons of students’ skill development when using an AS/SC approach versus a 
teacher-centered, transmissive approach to teaching Bible. Interviews lasted between 30 
and 45 minutes. Trustworthiness of these measures was achieved through triangulation of 
methodologies, peer scrutiny, and review of the developed assessment by the school’s 
Judaic Director of Education (Creswell, 2011; Shenton, 2004). 
Content knowledge. Content knowledge within Bible Studies is defined as (a) a 
student’s familiarity with biblical characters, places of geographical significance, 
vocabulary, events, concepts, and phrases, and (b) the student’s ability to contextualize 
this content within the narrative arc of the Hebrew Bible (Exler, 2016). Rote 
memorization of this content is not reflective of a student’s content knowledge. Rather, a 
student who has biblical content knowledge should be able to make textual and 
conceptual connections across biblical stories. 
To measure content knowledge, the researcher and participating teachers 
collaboratively designed an assessment to evaluate the degree to which students are 
familiar with the content of the biblical unit of study and whether students can apply this 
knowledge within the larger narrative arc of the Hebrew Bible. Assessments were 
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specific to each grade-level. Using a trained third-party interviewer, the researcher 
conducted semi-structured interviews with participating teachers, to explore teachers’ 
perceptions and comparisons of students’ content knowledge in an AS/SC classroom 
versus a teacher-centered, transmission-focused classroom. Trustworthiness of these 
measures were achieved through triangulation of methodologies, peer scrutiny, and 
review of the developed assessment by the school’s Judaic Director of Education 
(Creswell, 2011; Shenton, 2004). 
Data collection. Data was collected by the author during school hours and within 
the classroom environment. All students were very familiar with the author prior to data 
collection. All teachers consented to observation. Classroom teachers were not present 
while students completed surveys, so as to ensure that students felt as comfortable as 
possible answering the questions honestly. Students completed all surveys on iPads or 
computers through the Qualtrics survey platform. All students were told that all surveys 
are anonymous.  They were also informed that they were going to answer questions about 
how they feel about learning in Bible. Students were given as much time as they needed 
to complete the surveys. Surveys were read aloud to any students who needed reading 
support.  Data on student skill development and content knowledge was collected from 
the end-of-unit assessments. 
Data analysis. Data was imported to Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) and analyzed for descriptive statistics and group statistics. Independent samples t-
tests were run to compare the treatment and control group scores. Paired comparisons t-
tests were run to compare the pre-test and post-test scores within the treatment group and 
within the control group. To identify the relationship between an AS/SC approach to 
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Time Intervention Details 
Summer 2018 Professional Learning Opportunity about AS/SC teaching and learning in 
Judaic Studies 
Early Fall 2018 Weekly meetings to prepare for unit implementation; Pre-test 
Fall/Winter 2018 Unit implementation (4-6 weeks) 




In the summer prior to the intervention, Judaic Studies teachers participated in a 
three-day, 18-hour professional learning opportunity where they were introduced to the 
concept of AS/SC teaching and learning. During this professional learning experience, 
teachers reflected on their current pedagogical beliefs and practices, and discussed 
potential application and integration of new pedagogies. As an exercise in considering the 
application of an AS/SC approach to teaching in Judaic Studies, teachers developed a 
comprehensive unit of their Bible curriculum (one per grade level) through this approach 
and collaboratively articulated the expected skill and content benchmarks for chosen 
Bible units, the content of the units, and an assessment of skill development and content 
knowledge for each of the units.  
Early Fall 2018 
The author, a teacher mentor at the study site, met weekly with teachers who had 
been recruited and agreed to implement the unit they had drafted during the summer 
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professional learning workshop. The author and participating teachers continued to plan 
and refine the unit of study, with the author providing instructional resources to support 
teacher preparation, including unit guides, and exemplars of AS/SC units of study (see 
Appendix J). The teachers were given the Learner-Centered Rubric for Classroom 
Observation (Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, 2013) for continual 
reference to the features of an AS/SC classroom. In alignment with research that 
highlights the importance of coaching, support, and teacher agency in successful change 
initiatives, the author worked to provide a framework of AS/SC learning for participating 
teachers, while teachers had autonomy to decide how the features of this approach would 
be embedded in their unit design (Calvert, 2016; Jensen et al., 2016).  
 Pre-test. Prior to the beginning of the implementation of the AS/SC unit, students 
in control and treatment classrooms completed the Engagement versus Disaffection in 
Learning student report (Skinner et al., 2008a) to report on their levels of engagement in 
their Bible curriculum.  
Unit Implementation 
The implementation of the AS/SC unit occurred over four weeks in the third-
grade treatment classroom and over six weeks in the fourth-grade treatment classroom. 
During the implementation, the author was a participant/observer within the treatment 
classrooms. Towards this end, the author supported the teacher in executing the unit 
implementation by working with small groups of students or by coaching the teacher. 
While the author was not an active participant in the classroom learning daily, 
participating teachers knew that the author was available as a resource throughout the 
unit implementation.  In the control classrooms, instruction remained unchanged from 
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prior units of Bible study. In treatment classrooms, teachers worked to provide instruction 
on the skill and content knowledge standards they had defined in designing their unit, 
while also offering students the opportunity to think more broadly about the themes of the 
unit. Several times during each week of implementation, the teacher collected field notes 
and supported the teacher in execution and implementation of the AS/SC approach. 
Participating teachers and the author met to reflect on practices and to work through any 
questions. Participating treatment teachers kept reflection journals about their thoughts, 
questions, and concerns as they planned to implement this unit. In the weeks prior to the 
implementation of the designed unit, the author increased meetings with teachers to twice 
weekly to ensure that teachers feel prepared.  
Post-Intervention 
Students in both treatment and control classrooms completed the same teacher-
designed unit assessment. All students also completed the Engagement versus 
Disaffection in Learning, Student Report (Skinner et al., 2008a) at the culmination of the 
intervention. Assessment scores and student reports of engagement were tabulated and 
analyzed for statistical significance. At the culmination of the unit, teachers were 
interviewed by a trained third-party interviewer to reflect on the experience of 
implementing an AS/SC approach to a unit of Bible and on the likelihood of continued 









The current study sought to address elementary school students’ comparatively 
low levels of engagement in Judaic Studies learning in comparison to General Studies 
learning. The author explored whether an autonomy-supportive, student-centered 
(AS/SC) approach to instruction would influence third and fourth-grade students’ 
engagement in the Bible component of their Judaic Studies curriculum. In addition to 
looking at levels of student engagement prior to and following the intervention, the 
author collected data on students’ skill development and content knowledge at the end of 
the unit of study. Through a non-equivalent comparison group design within a quasi-
experimental framework, the author investigated changes in engagement within-subjects 
and between-subjects. This chapter details the process of implementation and reports and 
discusses the findings of process and outcome evaluation research questions. 
Process of Implementation 
Throughout the process of implementation, the author aimed to provide the 
participating teachers with the agency and autonomy to design their intervention units in 
ways that felt most comfortable to them. To this end, participating treatment room 
teachers were provided with the Learner-Centered Rubric for Classroom Observation 
(Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, 2013) so to have a visual and 
accessible reminder of the tenets of an AS/SC approach. Teachers were instructed that the 
goal for the unit was to provide students with the opportunity to be autonomous and self-
directed in the process of their learning. Within this framework, they had the autonomy to 
choose how to structure their unit in terms of when and how to provide students with 
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opportunities for self-direction. The author’s decision to support teachers’ autonomy and 
agency throughout the process of implementation draws upon Lam, Cheng, and Choy’s 
(2010) findings that teacher autonomy in implementing change initiatives increases their 
motivation for implementation and their likelihood of success. Drawing upon research 
that suggests that professional learning is most effective when teachers’ learning 
experiences are embedded within their daily classrooms and are sustained over time 
(Calvert, 2016; Jensen et al., 2016), participating teachers received coaching and support 
throughout the unit of implementation. It is noteworthy that there is no formalized 
curriculum that the Judaic Studies teacher use in designing their Bible instruction. The 
following section describes the process of implementation of the current study’s 
intervention and seeks to address and discuss the following process evaluation research 
questions through the implementation narrative: 
 Did participating teachers identify the relative utility of using an AS/SC approach 
for a unit of their Bible curriculum? 
 Did participating teachers deliver a full implementation of the intervention 
program?  
 Did participating teachers perceive collegial and supervisory support regarding 
their adoption of an AS/SC to Bible instruction? 
 What barriers caused by scheduling or staffing structures, if any, were identified 
by participants or by the author, as hindering the process of program 
implementation? 
The author explored the process of implementation through an analysis of field notes 
and through semi-structured interviews with participating teachers and was particularly 
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interested in understanding the teachers’ perceptions of the benefits and challenges of 
implementing an AS/SC approach to a unit of Bible, in addition to understanding any 
potential barriers the teachers identified as hindering the implementation process. The 
author was also interested in whether the teachers believed they would continue to adopt 
this approach to instruction. Although participating teachers were provided reflection 
journals in which to reflect on the process of implementation, neither participating 
teacher utilized the reflection journals except for writing an initial entry. While this 
negated the use of reflection journals as a source for data analysis, the lack of use of the 
reflection journals will be considered as part of the analysis of the process of 
implementation.  
Malka 
Malka is a 33-year-old Orthodox Jewish woman, who holds a bachelor’s degree 
in education and a master’s degree in curriculum and instruction. She has been teaching 
at KDS for 12 years and has been a classroom teacher for a total of 14 years. At KDS, 
Malka has taught both third and fourth-grade. Malka works on a third-grade Judaics team 
with two other teachers. The third-grade Judaics team plans their units and methods of 
instruction collaboratively, and each teaches a classroom of approximately 15 third-grade 
students. The third-grade schedule allots four 45-minute time slots throughout the week 
to teach Bible. 
Malka’s approach to teaching Bible. Prior to the current study, Malka and the 
other two third-grade Judaic Studies teachers worked collaboratively to plan their units 
and utilized the same materials and structure for instruction. For each unit, Malka began 
by having students create file folders for the unit, where they would file worksheets and 
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vocabulary lists. She then provided an overview and storyline for the unit with a 
PowerPoint presentation. Next, Malka previewed vocabulary and relevant root-words 
with magnetic flashcards and began to drill the students on the root words through daily 
review exercises. Using sentence strips for each verse of the chapter, she taught the 
specific verse and root-words, usually teaching one or two verses in a given lesson. All 
instruction was whole-group, with Malka standing in the front of the classroom, at the 
white board, and then circulating the room to check student work and to answer 
individual questions. Once Malka taught all the verses that comprised the unit, the 
students completed review sheets, which offered practice on the skill development and 
content knowledge that they would be tested on. Students also completed pages in the 
“Lesson Workbook”, where they filled in worksheets about the ethical/moral lessons of 
the Bible chapter. As a summative assessment, students completed a paper-and-pencil 
test that was nearly identical to the review sheet they had completed. Document analysis 
of instructional materials, review sheets and assessments reflect an emphasis on rote 
memorization of root words, phrases, vocabulary, and answers to questions.  
Malka’s instructional approach to prior Bible units reflects a traditional, teacher-
centered approach to instruction, wherein she singularly determined the specific skills, 
content, activities, materials, pace, and learning processes with which the students will 
engage (Clark, 2006; Froyd & Simpson, 2010; Hassenfeld, 2017). Within this structure, 
Malka is situated as a “knowledge transmitter” (Lee & Hannafin, 2016, p.710), and the 
students are meant to acquire the skills and knowledge that the teacher has specified as 
necessary. Malka’s approach to teaching arguably mirrored many of the qualities of what 
she described as a “very traditional” experience of learning Bible as a student. When 
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Malka reflected on her own experience of learning Bible, she shared that “honestly, I 
don’t remember much of what or how we learned at all” (personal communication, 
February 5, 2019). Although Malka both learned and taught Bible through a combination 
of a moralistic-didactic orientation and a decoding, translating, and comprehension 
orientation (Holtz, 2003), Malka’s recollection of a somewhat forgettable experience of 
learning Bible echoes the criticisms within the literature on Jewish education about a 
myopic focus on the transmission of tradition, to the exclusion of a focus on cultivating a 
meaningful and personally relevant learning environment (Goodman & Katzew, 2011; 
Hassenfeld, 2016, 2017, 2018; Krakowski, 2011; Woocher, 2012).   
Malka’s AS/SC unit.  Malka chose the 24th chapter of Genesis as the unit to 
design through an AS/SC approach. When initially developing this unit over the summer 
and early fall, Malka defined the skills, content knowledge, and enduring understandings 
that she wanted her students to know. The author provided Malka with a unit guide 
(Appendix J) that helped to structure her thinking about how to provide her students 
autonomy during this unit. In evaluating the essential questions and enduring 
understandings of this chapter in Genesis, Malka drafted the question: “What does it 
mean to act with kindness?”. She wanted to emphasize the notion that kindness is not 
simply doing something nice, but that it is anticipating a need that someone may have and 
then helping to meet that need without necessarily being asked.  
Malka planned to utilize direct instruction to teach the root words (shorashim), 
vocabulary, and to support students in practicing reading and translating the Hebrew 
bible. Although not a practice to which she was accustomed, she wanted to try to 
alternate between small group instruction where she worked with groups of four or five 
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students and whole group instruction during which she provided an overview of the story 
of the unit. Understanding that AS/SC learning and structure are complementary features 
in a classroom environment (Reeve, 2016), Malka sought to define the skills, content, and 
classroom expectations for her students, while simultaneously providing autonomy to her 
students through the experience of a Makerspace design challenge connected to the 
content knowledge and big ideas she wanted her students to understand. Using the theme 
of kindness (chesed) as a springboard and drawing upon the storyline and content from 
this unit, Malka designed a challenge for her students to create a functional object, within 
the school’s Makerspace, that could be used to do an act of kindness for a person or 
community in need.   
Full implementation. Full implementation of an AS/SC unit of Bible instruction 
was measured through author field notes and twice-weekly classroom observations 
utilizing the Learner-Centered Rubric for Classroom Observation (Center for Excellence 
in Teaching and Learning, 2013). During observation, observers identified the 19 
descriptors that were most notably true about the Bible lesson. The rubric was scored by 
adding the number of descriptors chosen from each column of descriptors (learner-
centered, transitional, teacher-centered). The sum of each column was multiplied by 2 for 
the learner-centered column, by 1 for the transitional column, and by 0 for the teacher-
centered column. The three products were then added up to a total score, where a total of 
0-13 scored as a teacher-centered classroom, 14-25 as a transitional classroom, and 26-38 
as a learner-centered classroom. Each observation’s total score was recorded. At the end 
of the intervention, all observation scores were averaged to arrive at a cumulative score 
of the presence of an AS/SC approach to instruction.  
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Based on the scoring of these rubrics, Malka’s implementation of an AS/SC 
approach to instruction ranged from the top-range of a transitional approach, at 22 points, 
to the mid-range of a learner-centered approach, at 32 points, with a mean score of 27 
points. This indicates that within the four weeks of Malka’s unit, she was able to 
implement an instructional approach wherein (a) she served as the facilitator of learning, 
(b) students had some control over the learning process, (c) the content of the unit was 
used as a way for students to develop skills and strengthen their critical thinking skills, 
(d) students took responsibility for their role in the learning process, and (e) assessments 
included self-reflection and peer-assessment (Center for Excellence in Teaching and 
Learning, 2013).  
Introducing the unit. Whereas Malka usually began her unit with a PowerPoint 
presentation of the main ideas that she wanted the students to learn through the unit, she 
started off her AS/SC unit by framing the challenge for her third-graders. She explained 
to them that based on what they would learn in this chapter of Genesis, they would need 
to define what it means to act with kindness and then, they would need to create 
something functional, in the school’s Makerspace, that could help address a problem or 
need. By setting the stage for a challenge and providing her students with a tangible and 
meaningful goal, Malka provided meaning and real-world applicability to the unit (Lee & 
Hannafin, 2016). Reflecting on her introductory lesson, Malka noted that “It was great. 
They were so into it. They are already talking about all their projects and what they want 
to create” (personal communication, January 3, 2019). In the interview at the end of the 
intervention, Malka considered the impact of introducing her unit differently:  
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When we started this unit, we said ‘We have to learn all about chesed… because 
we’re doing this special thing’, and they got so excited. They got so into the 
discussion about the unit. They knew they were creating something, and they 
knew they were part of something bigger (personal communication, February 5, 
2019). 
Malka’s reflections speak to the way in which creating relevance and meaning ignited a 
sense of excitement for her students, which was notably different to her than she had seen 
from her students prior to this unit.  
Small group instruction. Although Malka’s instructional approach was typically 
whole-group frontal teaching in prior units, she recognized that it may be efficient to 
utilize a small group instruction format so to provide direct instruction to groups of 
students, while other students could review skills independently or with partners, and 
others could begin working on their design challenge.  The first day that Malka split the 
students into small groups to review skills and to begin their research while she provided 
direct instruction to a group of students, Malka left the day feeling deflated and 
discouraged. “It went horribly,” she said. “They couldn’t manage themselves in small 
groups” (personal communication, January 7, 2019). Malka’s sense of a lack of control 
underscores the difficulty, as evidenced in research literature, of relinquishing a degree of 
control within the learning environment and the unfamiliarity of having students direct 
part of their own learning process (Clark, 2006; Mitchell et al., 2009). It also speaks to 
the need for considerable and sustained professional learning over time that supports the 
pedagogic changes that teachers are attempting to enact (Jensen et al., 2016). Despite the 
fact that Malka had received training in small-group instruction before, this instructional 
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approach was not supported within the typical pedagogic practices of the school 
environment, and as such, Malka did not have the opportunity to easily implement and 
develop a proficiency in the strategies and routines of small-group instruction.   
In an attempt to find a comfort zone within new pedagogic territory, Malka 
decided that she would alternate between whole group instruction and small group 
instruction, using whole group time to teach the overarching ideas and storyline of the 
chapter. In small groups, Malka would provide students with opportunities to review and 
practice their skills. Through this model, Malka did not have to situate herself with only 
one group of students. Instead, she could support students as necessary around the 
classroom. With this modification, Malka was able to find a comfort in small group 
instruction. The author’s field notes identify that during classroom observations, there 
was productive noise in the room. Children were working and thinking about the 
material, busied with various tasks around the room, while the teacher pulled small 
groups of children for support as needed, and worked one on one with students when 
necessary (observation, January 8, 2019).  
Despite the stress it caused her initially, Malka shared the insight and confidence 
she had gained about utilizing a new instructional format:  
I do think that if I got used to it, I would be able to figure it out. I do…I could 
have them in the whole group or not but if I had them in the whole group then 
they weren’t taking care of the project, and both were going on at the same time, 
so it was just easier to split them. I think if I got used to it more and had a 




Makerspace design challenge. A design challenge draws upon the principles of 
design thinking, a human-centered, creative, collaborative, process-oriented, and iterative 
approach to problem solving (IDEO, 2012). In posing a design challenge, Malka asked 
her students to consider a problem and possible solutions to that problem through a five-
step process of (a) empathy and considering the experience of the people impacted by the 
problem; (b) defining the problem clearly; (c) ideating or brainstorming potential 
solutions to the problem; (d) prototyping the solution, and then (e) testing if the prototype 
was successful (IDEO, 2012). Design thinking in educational settings provides students 
the opportunity to think and act autonomously, develop competence through creating, 
failing, and problem-solving, and to work together with peers towards a common goal. 
Empathy. During her rotation of small groups, Malka introduced the research 
component of the unit to her students. Each student was assigned a different charity 
organization to research, with the initial goal of then sharing about the organization with 
classmates. Through exploring their website or interviewing volunteers from the 
organization, students were able to learn about the various problems and areas of need 
that their organization sought to address. The organizations spanned Jewish, Israeli, 
American, and global causes. Malka wanted to make sure her students, although learning 
about kindness through a Judaic prism, understood that the concept is applicable to 
people and communities across the world and of all religions. The author spent several 
sessions with students in the classroom, serving as a co-teacher for the research 
component. Students reported their findings on Seesaw, an online platform and student 
portfolio, to share what they learned with their classmates. Through sharing their 
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research, students were exposed to various communities in need as a way of increasing 
their awareness of the experiences of those they were hoping to help. 
Defining the problem. In small group brainstorming sessions facilitated by the 
author, students identified the various problems and communities in need that they had 
learned about. When students were not in their brainstorming groups, they continued to 
refine their skills and content knowledge through review, iPad games, and working one-
on-one with Malka. To ensure that students were making the connection between their 
research and Makerspace challenge with their unit of Bible, Malka introduced each Bible 
lesson with a review of the three key events in the chapter of Genesis that highlighted the 
models of kindness Malka wanted to emphasize. Students were asked to identify the 
examples in the text so to integrate their ability to navigate the Hebrew bible and read and 
translate the relevant verses.  
Ideation. After the small group brainstorming sessions, the class came together to 
review the various problems that they learned about: the lack of clean water in parts of 
the world, illness, emergency health crises, bullying, pollution, deforestation, and the 
multitude of needs that are present for homeless or impoverished communities including 
lack of food, toys, warm clothes for the winter, and books. As a whole class, the students 
then began to imagine possible ways that they could create something that could address 
one of these needs. The author encouraged the students to think as broadly as possible 
during this stage of the design challenge, and to keep focused on the needs and 
experience of the people they had learned about so to consider what needs they could 
anticipate people having. After compiling a comprehensive brainstormed list of potential 
solutions (see table 12), students decided what they wanted to work on, and whether they 
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wanted to work independently or collaboratively with others. Students drafted proposals 
for what they wanted to create and visited the Makerspace to compile a list of materials 
and to sketch and design what they would then prototype.  
Table 12 
Problem Definition and Solution Proposals 
Problem or need Solution/Creation 
Pollution Trash can 
Not enough food for poor or 
homeless children 
Totes and reusable boxes to then buy food 
and deliver to homeless shelter 
Not enough toys for poor or 
homeless children 
Stuffed animals, squishy toys, doll, toy cars 
Bullying Stress balls 
Lack of clean water Proposal to Head of School about drive to 
collect money for water filters 
Not enough warm clothes for 
poor or homeless children 




Prototyping. The school’s Makerspace is a room filled with recycled and donated 
materials and tools with which students are able to build, create, and invent. The walls of 
the room are lined with containers holding hundreds of different materials, from 
cardboard to bottle caps to fiberfill, and various tools like hot glue guns, rulers, fabric 
scissors, velcro, and magnetic tape. Electric outlets hang on wires over each table that 
students can pull down to access when they need to use them during their work. A 
laminated poster of the design process hangs at the front of the room, as a visual cue for 
students to use as they plan out their process of design and creation.  
Students came in to their first Makerspace session with sketches of their item and 
material lists in hand. They quickly got to work, in groups and individually, collecting 
what they needed from around the room to begin their design. A group of children 
worked together on creating a stuffed animal and toy collection for homeless children 
who may not have toys of their own. One boy brought in his own sewing kit from home 
to help with the stuffed-animal shark he envisioned creating, while another girl began 
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cutting fabric and collecting fiberfill for the design of her emoji pillows, and another boy 
traced out different shapes of cars on cardboard and collected bottle caps to build toy cars 
for the children he imagined may need them. Two girls worked with Malka on 
measuring, tracing, and cutting out thick pieces of cardboard with which they will create 
boxes to then fill with food and deliver to a homeless shelter. Another child collected 
pieces of fleece and fabric to put together scarves for people who do not have adequate 
winter gear. Over the course of three 40-minute sessions in the Makerspace, students 
busily designed, created, and revised, often helping each other on projects that were not 
their own. 
  Similar to their lessons in the classroom, Malka began each Makerspace session 
with a focused prompt, to remind students of why they are doing this project. Students 
briefly discussed the three acts of kindness in the Biblical chapter that they learned before 
getting to work on their creations for people in need. At the end of the three sessions, 
students’ creations were mostly complete. Both author field notes and Malka’s reflections 
during the interview identify the excitement students expressed and demonstrated during 
this creation process.  
Testing the prototype. The final step of the design challenge was for students to 
use the item they created to facilitate an act of kindness. Malka enlisted parents to help 
with the final step of this unit: having the children complete the act of kindness they 
started in their classroom and in the Makerspace. She sent home a note to each family 
explaining the purpose of the item and encouraging them to help facilitate the donation or 
use of the item.   
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Assessment. For the purposes of the current study and in keeping with the two 
other third-grade Judaics teachers, Malka utilized the same summative assessment that 
the other third-grade classrooms were using. Eighty-percent of the assessment focused on 
students’ skill development and asked students to translate vocabulary through matching 
and fill-in-the-blanks, to translate biblical phrases and to identify the context of the 
specific biblical phrases, and to identify and translate the root words found in the unit. 
The remaining twenty-percent of the assessment was comprised of content knowledge 
questions, where students had to answer questions about the storyline, big ideas, and 
content of the biblical chapter.  
Rachel 
Rachel is a 64-year-old Orthodox Jewish woman who has been teaching Judaic 
Studies for 47 years. Rachel has been teaching fourth-grade for 40 years.  Throughout the 
preparation for the unit and throughout the implementation, Rachel was forthright about 
her need for “handholding” (personal communication, December 31, 2018) from the 
author but also continuously expressed the excitement of trying something new and 
different. Rachel works on a team with two other fourth-grade Judaic Studies teachers, 
who all make sure to maintain an equal pace with units of instruction and who all use the 
same instructional materials but plan their teaching individually.  
Rachel’s typical approach to instruction. Rachel’s schedule allotted her four 
35-minute periods within which to teach the Bible curriculum. Rachel’s class routine 
involved bridging the new unit to the prior story the students had learned. Rachel would 
always provide an introduction to the story “with a cliff-hanger”. To learn the verses, 
Rachel would provide an introduction to the verse, would read and translate and have the 
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students follow along. Rachel would then ask questions to draw their attention to specific 
details. The students would chorally read the phrases after Rachel. Rachel would project 
the verse on the board and together, teacher and students would fill in the translation. To 
support understanding of biblical grammar, Rachel would identify necessary root words, 
highlight parts of a word to show the students, and then the students would copy it on to 
their vocabulary list of root words. Rachel would then attempt to answer the questions 
she had suggested at the beginning of the class. A similar format would be used during 
each lesson.  
Rachel’s AS/SC unit. Rachel chose the 41st chapter of Genesis as the unit to 
create through an AS/SC approach. When initially developing this unit over the summer 
and early fall, Rachel defined the skills, content knowledge, and enduring understandings 
that she wanted her students to have, with the most prominent theme of the unit being the 
concept of divine providence and faith in God. The author provided Rachel with a unit 
guide (Appendix J) that helped to structure her thinking about how to provide her 
students autonomy during this unit. Using the biblical story of Joseph as the context to 
teach these big ideas, Rachel reflected on the two themes within the chapter: 
So, I had a couple of overarching ideas: the idea of how Hashem [God] runs the 
world, of hashgacha pratit [divine providence], and the idea of yeshuat Hashem 
k’heref ayin [God’s salvation comes in the blink of an eye], which is what they 
basically picked up on very well (personal communication, February 9, 2019). 
Rachel was at once excited and self-doubting about trying out a different approach to 
instruction. As such, she found much relief in the fact that she herself had autonomy to 
decide how to implement an AS/SC approach, because, as she shared in her interview, “I 
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was able to take this on in a way that felt most comfortable and didn’t completely 
overwhelm me or push me totally out of my comfort zone” (personal communication, 
February 9, 2019). Rachel’s reflections about being given her own autonomy in the 
implementation process align with Calvert’s (2016) argument that teacher agency is an 
essential and transformative component of professional learning and of adopting 
pedagogic change. 
Allowing both Rachel and Malka to consider how they wanted to interpret and 
actualize the implementation of an AS/SC unit, rather than asking them to simply comply 
with a set of directives, arguably lessened any resistance that they may have had about 
adopting a new approach to instruction (Spillane, Reiser, & Reimer, 2002). To that end, 
Rachel formatted her unit differently than Malka; whereas Malka taught the skill and 
content knowledge parallel to the Makerspace design challenge, Rachel felt more 
comfortable splitting up her instructional time so that she spent the first three weeks of 
the unit teaching the skills and content and the latter three weeks providing students the 
opportunity to actively interact with the skills and content to which they had been 
exposed.  
Full implementation of unit. Full implementation of an AS/SC unit of Bible 
instruction was measured through author field notes and twice-weekly classroom 
observations utilizing the Learner-Centered Rubric for Classroom Observation (Center 
for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, 2013). During observation, observers identified 
the 19 descriptors that were most notably true about the Bible lesson. The rubric was 
scored by adding the number of descriptors chosen from each column of descriptors 
(learner-centered, transitional, teacher-centered). The sum of each column was multiplied 
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by 2 for the learner-centered column, by 1 for the transitional column, and by 0 for the 
teacher-centered column. The three products were then added up to a total score, where a 
total of 0-13 scored as a teacher-centered classroom, 14-25 as a transitional classroom, 
and 26-38 as a learner-centered classroom. Each observation’s total score was recorded. 
At the end of the intervention, all observation scores were averaged to arrive at a 
cumulative score of the presence of an AS/SC approach to instruction.  
Based on the scoring of these rubrics, Rachel’s implementation of an AS/SC 
approach to instruction ranged from the mid-range of a transitional approach, at 19 
points, to the mid-range of a learner-centered approach, at 31 points, with a mean score of 
26 points. This indicates that within the six weeks of Rachel’s unit, she was able to 
implement an instructional approach wherein (a) she served as the facilitator of learning, 
(b) students had some control over the learning process, (c) the content of the unit was 
used as a way for students to develop skills and strengthen their critical thinking skills, 
(d) students took responsibility for their role in the learning process, and (e) assessments 
included self-reflection and peer-assessment (Center for Excellence in Teaching and 
Learning, 2013).  
Introducing the unit. Rachel introduced and framed her unit differently than she 
typically had done, by sharing with her students that they have the opportunity to create 
an exhibit to teach other students and school members about this chapter. During the first 
lesson, Rachel brought out a giant post-it note affixed to the whiteboard. In the end of 
unit interview, she reflected on the ways in which changing how she introduced the unit 
had a ripple effect on how her students attended to the details of what they were learning.  
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So, I told them that we’re going to have a new element to our learning, and that 
we’re going to keep in mind that at the end of the unit, we’re going to be creating 
something to show what we learned. And I gave them some examples and we did 
this chart, where I wrote at the top ‘What is it that we want to show about what 
we have learned?’, and as the unit went on, we were adding pieces to this list. One 
of the benefits of doing it this way was that the kids’ ears were tuned in to looking 
for those pieces; whether it helped them with the skills or those little pieces, I 
don’t know. But the bigger pieces, they were surely more in tune with (personal 
communication, February 9, 2019).  
Direct instruction.  While the students were exposed to the skills and content 
knowledge of the unit, they volunteered different ideas or elements of their learning that 
they envisioned using for their exhibits. As such, despite the fact that Rachel’s approach 
to this unit was sequential in nature, with more direct instruction first and a project 
approach afterwards, students were continuously reminded through the visual list on the 
board and their constant addition of new ideas, that their learning was purposeful and 
connected to a larger goal, and that their teacher was listening to their input in thinking 
about how the unit would progress (Reeve, 2016). 
Exhibit development.  Once Rachel finished the verses that comprised the unit, 
she refocused her students on the list of topics and ideas within the chapter that they were 
thinking about using for their exhibition. Rachel explained to her students that their job 
was to create an exhibit to teach others about what they had learned. Students reviewed 
the list of big ideas that they had compiled over the course of the first weeks of the unit, 
and then individually completed proposal forms, specifying what particular topic they 
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wanted to work on, what ideas they had about what type of exhibit they wanted to create, 
and whether they preferred to work independently or in a group. To continue building a 
connection between the exhibit creation and what they had learned, Rachel told her 
students that each exhibit must include textual references from the chapter that they 
learned. Any big idea or event that they were depicting through their exhibit had to be 
supported by textual evidence and displayed on their final product. It was during the 
development of the exhibit that Rachel saw that her students were markedly more 
engaged in what they were doing:  
They loved it, and they were so excited. You should have seen them. They kept 
on saying, ‘I’ve been waiting for this!’.  I just loved how they were reading, and 
watching and listening, and thinking. I liked that they were thinking. And the 
whole point of learning Chumash [Bible] is lessons and what you take away from 
it (personal communication, February 9, 2019). 
After reviewing and approving student proposals, Rachel grouped students 
together who were interested in the same topics and who wanted to work collaboratively. 
Over four class sessions, students built “scenes” from the unit that exemplified the major 
ideas they wanted to share. Mostly all students chose the concept of yeshuat Hashem 
k’heref ayin [God’s salvation can come in the blink of an eye]. Most student displays 
depicted the story of Joseph’s fast-paced rise to power in Egypt following being 
imprisoned by the Pharaoh that he then was brought in to advise. To convey the idea of 
God’s salvation, one group created the image of Joseph in prison side-by-side with 
Joseph as a ruler in Egypt. In front of one of the scenes was a black screen that blocked 
the scene. The students connected an outdated video-game controller to the black screen, 
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and depending on which direction the controller was pulled, it moved the black screen to 
then cover one scene and reveal the other scene that had been hiding. Another group built 
their scenes upon a Lazy Susan, whose perimeter was lined with the textual verses that 
connected to Joseph’s transformation from prisoner to ruler in Egypt.  
Exhibit display. Students invited parents, administrators, and other classes to visit 
their exhibition in which they displayed all their creations. When visitors came, students 
served as docents, narrating their scenes. As a class, the students compiled an “exit 
ticket” for all their visitors, to assess whether they had been successful in communicating 
the ideas that they wanted to teach others about what they had learned.  
Assessment.  For the purposes of the current study and in keeping with the two 
other fourth-grade Judaics teachers, Rachel utilized the same summative assessment that 
the other fourth-classrooms were using. Eighty-percent of the assessment focused on 
students’ skill development and asked students to translate vocabulary through matching 
and fill-in-the-blanks, to translate biblical phrases and to identify the context of the 
specific biblical phrases, and to identify and translate the root words found in the unit. 
The remaining twenty-percent of the assessment was comprised of content knowledge 
questions, where students had to answer questions about the storyline, big ideas, and 
content of the biblical chapter. 
End of Unit Interviews and Author Field Notes 
 This section will offer an analysis of participating teachers’ end of unit interviews 
and will provide insight to the process of implementation based on the author’s 
reflections and field notes. After the author transcribed both teacher interviews, she 
reviewed the transcripts and divided each interview in entirety into topical statements. A 
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topical statement is defined as a complete and coherent thought made by the teacher. 
Using emergent coding (Saldaña, 2009), the author identified the various overarching 
categories within which all topical statements were situated. By dividing the entirety of 
the interviews into topical statements and categorizing the topical statements into 
overarching themes, the author was able to account for the entirety of the interview 
content. The author reviewed the interviews multiple times to further identify any notable 
codes and themes which helped with data interpretation. The most prominent themes will 
be discussed in this section. The codebooks for the interviews can be found in Appendix 
I.  
Topical Categories. Both interviews were divided into topical statements, with 
Malka’s interview dividing into 55 topical statements and Rachel’s interview diving into 
21 topical statements. In analyzing these statements, the following themes emerged: (a) 
description of classroom activities, with sub-categories of description of intervention unit 
activities and description of  typical unit activities; (b) affective reflections of the teacher; 
(c) teacher reflections about student affect; (d) teacher evaluation of intervention unit 
implementation, with sub-categories of benefits, neutral statements, and statements about 
challenges; (e) teacher evaluation of student achievement and understanding; (f) 
considering future implementation; and (g) teacher reflections on change and adopting 
new practices.  
 There were several topics that were far more prominent in the interviews than 
other topics, with the majority of Malka’s statements centering on evaluation of unit 
implementation, affective reflections, considering future implementation, and teacher 
change, and the majority of Rachel’s statements addressing evaluation of unit 
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implementation, teacher reflections on student affect, considering future implementation, 
and teacher change. The most notable conclusions drawn from the interviews are 
discussed below.  
Teacher reflections: Benefits. The biggest identified benefits of the unit, based 
on analysis of both teacher interviews, were the added dimension of meaningful learning 
as a result of underpinning the unit with an essential question for the students to explore 
and the hands-on nature of the unit. Both Malka and Rachel noted the difference of 
making the unit feel relatable and relevant to the students from the outset. Malka’s 
reflection highlighted that creating an overarching question to explore enhanced both her 
experience teaching the unit and the students’ learning experience:  
What I really like is that we left the unit with the theme. I loved that. So, I’m like, 
if I can do that for every unit so that I know no matter what the skills, no matter 
what concepts they know, I know they’re going to get that theme. Every single 
kid got the theme of chesed [kindness] and what it is and was thinking about it.  
Similarly, Rachel continuously mentioned how excited her students were to be given a 
tangible goal, other than an end-of-unit assessment. The benefit perceived by the teacher 
mirrors the deeper conceptual understanding and positive attitude towards learning that 
Barron and Darling-Hammond (2008) suggest as fundamental advantages of an AS/SC 
approach to learning.  
Teacher reflections: Barriers and challenges. Adopting an AS/SC approach 
within a Judaic Studies elementary classroom poses the challenge of adapting teacher 
beliefs around pedagogy, especially given the added dimension of the arguably sacred 
responsibility to transmit Jewish knowledge that Judaic Studies teachers feel (Hassenfeld, 
130 
 
2018; Holtz, 2003; Krakowski, 2011; Pomson, 2011). The most pervasively identified 
barriers to implementation were those related to the complexity of changing instructional 
practices and the pressure to use instructional time to transmit the skills and knowledge 
Judaic Studies teachers feel obligated to give to their students.  
Time constraints. Within the context of KDS, where Judaic Studies comprises the 
latter 40% of the school day, the pressure to transmit Jewish knowledge and literacy 
translates into a constant feeling of being constrained for time. Both teachers emphasized 
the constant rush they feel to cover the curriculum. In thinking about whether she would 
utilize this approach in future units, Rachel was forthright about the pressure she feels: 
I have ground to cover and things I want to tell them and things I want them to 
think about… I have a way of getting bogged down because the kids want to talk, 
but I want to move them along. I would need to rethink how to fit everything in. 
Oh my gosh, I have no time, no time. It’s crazy (personal communication, 
February 9, 2019).  
Malka expressed feeling stressed for time more in relation to wanting to cover the 
same quantity of content at the same pace as the other third-grade Judaics teachers. For 
Malka, using a different instructional approach made her feel isolated from her 
colleagues, because “I really like to keep up, and it’s just like, we like to work together, 
it’s a lot more fun” (personal communication, February 5, 2019). When asked whether 
she could envision implementing an AS/SC approach in future units, Malka expressed 
significant interest but only if all teachers worked collaboratively and there was buy-in 
from school leadership and teaching faculty. Malka’s resistance to consider change 
without the support and collaboration of her colleagues aligns with literature that 
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highlights the correlation between school and collegial support and teacher motivation 
and success in implementing new instructional practices (Lam et al., 2010; Price, 2015).  
Changing instructional practices. When Malka described what was most 
challenging for her about implementing the unit, she specified the shift from whole-group 
frontal instruction to a small group instruction format, where students were working on 
different tasks in smaller groups. This shift in instructional format felt unpredictable to 
Malka, who was accustomed to a specific whole-group format where she was sure to 
review skills in a specific way: 
I’m very usually I’m really good about that. I’m really into that. I really try to find 
time to really make sure that I have the skills really reviewed and they know it 
really well…No matter what I have planned that day, I always start off with ‘Let’s 
review the skills, let’s review the vocab, let’s review the shorashim [root words]’. 
It takes me three-to-five minutes if not less, but I feel like I have to do that, and I 
feel good about it… In the end, I mean obviously they did really well so clearly, 
we reviewed the skills enough. I just felt like I didn’t have as good a grasp on 
where everyone was holding (personal communication, February 5, 2019).  
Malka’s reflections offer an insight into the discomfort of changing pedagogic 
approaches, especially when this change involves relinquishing a sense of control to the 
students, and when it jeopardizes the teacher’s feeling that she has given over certain 
skills or knowledge to her students (Hassenfeld, 2017; Lee & Hannafin, 2016). 
Furthermore, the unfamiliarity of an AS/SC approach to teaching Bible left Malka unsure 
of how to assess her students’ skill development. These challenges align with the 
challenges of adopting an AS/SC approach, as an AS/SC approach to teaching 
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redistributes the control within the learning environment from being singularly for the 
teacher to being shared between teacher and students (Center of Excellence of Teaching 
and Learning, 2013; Lotter & Miller, 2017). It also requires teachers to reconsider the use 
and approach to assessment, which Malka recognized as a challenge as she implemented 
the unit. Malka shared that prior units were “more about checking things off the list…and 
then I would feel good about it” (personal communication, February 5, 2019). By 
following a specific and formulaic approach where Malka knew exactly what she had to 
teach and how she was going to teach it, Malka felt comfortable utilizing the end-of-unit 
test as an indicator of the students’ skill development. With this new approach to 
instruction, however, Malka deviated from this specific formula and as such, was left 
confused as to how to gauge whether she had adequately taught what she aimed to teach.  
In reflecting on the idea of changing instructional practices, both teachers drew 
upon their experience of integrating technology into their classrooms. Rachel, a teacher 
of 47 years, likened the idea of adopting an AS/SC approach to the pressure and 
discomfort she feels about incorporating technology into her teaching:  
I mean, this whole technology piece is very difficult for me. You know, both with 
this unit and with technology, the kids love it and it really got them excited. So, if 
there is a way to incorporate that, I would like to, but I am hesitant to commit to 
it. I would have to kind of revamp things and how to rethink how to fit everything 
in (personal communication, February 9, 2019).  
In contrast, Malka drew a parallel between the benefits of technology integration and the 
potential benefits of adopting an AS/SC approach.  
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We’ve made tons of change. Even this year we do so much more on the iPad. If 
you would have told me that three years ago, I would have said, ‘When? We’re 
done. We’re full. We’re full. We spend all our time teaching’. But it enhances it. 
It goes hand in hand. It’s not a separate new thing. I would have told you we don’t 
have time in our schedule, but we do, and it’s like, how do we have time? I don’t 
know. But we do. Other things we do less of, but it’s okay, it all evens out 
(personal communication February 5, 2019).   
The differences in these two perspectives may be a reflection of the different 
internal traits of each of the teachers (Calvert, 2016), and more pointedly, the ways in 
which individual teachers make sense of adopting new reforms (Spillane et al., 2002). 
Spillane et al. (2002) argue for the necessity of policymakers and administrators to 
consider “the complexity of human sensemaking” (p.391) and to understand that “what 
may be new ideas…are interpreted on the basis of agents’ current frame of 
reference…different agents will construct different understandings, seeing what is new in 
terms of what is already known and believed” (p.395).  
Author Reflections. The author was a participant/observer throughout the 
process of implementation. It is essential to note that the author had built personal and 
professional relationships with the participating teachers over seven years of working 
together. This foundational relationship and sense of trust between the author and the 
participating teachers was arguably the factor that facilitated the teachers’ successful 
implementation of an AS/SC approach to a unit of their Bible curriculum. Rachel’s 
request for “handholding” (personal communication, December 31, 2018) from the 
author throughout the process indicates that she felt comfortable enough with the author 
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to admit a vulnerable stance and to ask for help in learning an approach that was 
unfamiliar to her.  
The author was intentional about providing as much support as both Malka and 
Rachel expressed they wanted. She also regularly reinforced that the teachers were in no 
way being professionally evaluated based on this process of implementation. This 
allowed the teachers to try out new approaches and instructional methods, supported by 
the author, without the sense that they would be told they were doing something wrong. 
The idea that the success of implementation is largely founded upon the author’s 
relationship with the participating teachers and the level of trust between author and 
teachers aligns with Tschannen-Moran’s (2014) research that trust is fundamental for 
teacher change and for positive school climate.   
Findings 
In addition to conducting a process evaluation, the author explored the following 
questions in guiding an outcome evaluation of the current study: 
• RQ1: Does an AS/SC approach to teaching the Hebrew Bible, over the course of 
four to six weeks, increase elementary school students’ engagement in learning in 
comparison to students who learned the same content through a traditional, 
teacher-centered approach? 
• RQ2: Does an AS/SC approach to teaching the Hebrew Bible, over the course of 
four to six weeks, increase elementary school students’ skill development in that 
academic domain, in comparison to students who learned the same content 
through a traditional, teacher-centered approach?  
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• RQ3: Does an AS/SC approach to teaching the Hebrew Bible, over the course of 
six weeks, increase elementary school students’ content knowledge in that 
academic domain, in comparison to students who learned the same content 
through a traditional, teacher-centered approach?  
The following section presents the findings of the current study’s outcome evaluation.  
Research question 1: Does an AS/SC approach to teaching the Hebrew Bible, over 
the course of four to six weeks, increase elementary school students’ engagement in 
learning in comparison to students who learned the same content through a 
traditional, teacher-centered approach? 
Pre-test. The purpose of the pre-test was to collect baseline data on third and 
fourth-grade students’ self-reported levels of engagement in their Bible class. An 
additional purpose was to compare baseline levels of engagement between students in the 
control and treatment groups. Students in control and treatment groups in third and 
fourth-grade completed the Engagement vs. Disaffection in Learning, Student Report 
(Skinner et al., 2008a), and also completed information about their gender and religious 
observance. Seventy students within third and fourth-grade completed the pre-test survey.  
 Comparing control and treatment groups on pre-test levels of engagement. 
Results reflect that there was no statistically significant difference in levels of 
engagement between third-grade control and treatment groups. This was true across all 
four subconstructs of engagement (behavioral engagement, emotional engagement, 
behavioral disaffection, emotional disaffection) and was true when analyzed as a 
composite score, t(28) = -.635, p.=.531. Within the fourth-grade student sample, there 
was no statistically significant difference in reported levels of behavioral engagement and 
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emotional disaffection. Findings did reflect that the treatment group in fourth-grade 
reported less emotional disaffection than the control group, t(34)=2.726, p=.01, and more 
emotional engagement than the control group, t(35)=2.824, p.=.008.  
 Religious observance and levels of engagement. Descriptive statistics reflect that 
within the third-grade sample (N:34), 23 students are not Orthodox and 11 students are 
Orthodox. In the third-grade treatment group, there were 4 Orthodox students and 5 non-
Orthodox students. In the third-grade control group, there were 7 Orthodox students and 
18 non-Orthodox students. Within the fourth-grade student sample (N: 36), 14 students 
were Orthodox and 22 students were non-Orthodox. The fourth-grade treatment group 
had 5 Orthodox students and 6 non-Orthodox students, and the fourth-grade control 
group had 9 Orthodox students and 16 non-Orthodox students. Based on an independent 
samples t-test, findings reflect that Orthodox students report higher levels of engagement 
and lower levels of disaffection as compared to non-Orthodox students in the same class. 
Post-test. The purpose of the post-test was to evaluate the levels of engagement 
among third and fourth-grade students after the implementation of an AS/SC unit of 
Bible. Students in control and treatment groups in third and fourth-grade completed the 
Engagement vs. Disaffection in Learning, Student Report (Skinner et al., 2008a). Sixty-
one students within third and fourth-grade completed the post-test survey.  
Comparing control and treatment groups at post-test levels of engagement. 
Post-test data reflects that the treatment groups in third and fourth-grade experienced 
higher levels of behavioral engagement, t(62)=-2.27, p=.027, and trended towards 
significantly higher levels of emotional engagement, t(62)=-1.907, p=.061 in comparison 
to the control group. In addition, although emotional engagement trended downward for 
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both treatment and control groups at the post-test, behavioral engagement trended upward 
for the treatment group at post-test. Treatment groups in both third and fourth-grade 
remained more behaviorally and emotionally engaged than the control groups (see table 
13 and table 14). There was no statistically significant difference between control and 
treatment groups in the pre-intervention and post-intervention data in regard to their 
levels of behavioral disaffection and emotional disaffection. 
Table 13 
Comparison of Behavioral Engagement Levels: Third-Grade Treatment vs. Third-Grade 








1.00 3.5091 .40337 44 
 2.00 3.5647 .33343 17 




1.00 3.3136 .67016 44 
 2.00 3.6353 .27600 17 
 Total 3.4033 .60276 61 
 
Table 14 
Comparison of Emotional Engagement Levels: Fourth-Grade Treatment vs. Fourth-Grade Control, Post-Test 
 
 




1.00 3.1209 .67066 43 
 2.00 3.5778 .29014 18 




1.00 2.9674 .84282 43 
 2.00 3.3111 .62581 18 
 Total 3.0689 .79573 61 
 
Religious observance and levels of engagement. Data analysis comparing 
children’s religious observance with children’s levels of engagement indicates that 
Orthodox students continued to report higher levels of emotional engagement than non-
Orthodox students in the same class, t(61) = -2.104, p = .04.  
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Comparisons of pre-test and post-test. In comparing levels of engagement  post-
intervention, a repeated measures ANOVA was used to look at within-subjects changes 
over time. Findings from this test indicated that there was no significant difference in the 
change of any of the four dimensions of engagement and disaffection over time. 
Dimensions of engagement include behavioral engagement, F(1,59)=1.973, p=.165, 
emotional engagement, F(1,59)=.271, p=.605, behavioral disaffection, F(1,57)=.012, 
p=.914, and emotional disaffection, F(1,51)=.171, p=.681. However, in reviewing the 
findings above from pre- and post-test data, there were statistically significant differences 
in levels of engagement between-subjects at each time period. While both treatment and 
control groups trended downward in their self-reported levels of emotional engagement 
(as shown in figure 11), the treatment groups reported significantly higher levels of 
emotional engagement at both pre- and post-test and higher behavioral engagement and 
lower emotional disaffection at the post-test in comparison to the control group.  
 
 





Figure 11. Emotional Engagement, Control and Treatment, Pre-test and Post-test 
 
Comparison between grade levels. To examine differences between grade levels, 
a repeated measures ANOVA was conducted that controlled for both treatment versus 
control and grade level. Results of this analysis suggested that there was significant 
interaction between grade and control on behavioral disaffection, F(1,55)=8.104, p=.006 
and emotional disaffection, F(1,49)=5.299, p=.026. In order to better understand this 
interaction, further independent samples t-test were run to examine differences between 
third and fourth-grade.  Within the third-grade data set, there was no statistically 
significant difference between the pre-test and post-test data. Results from the fourth-
grade data set indicate no change over time for both treatment and control. However, 
when examining only post-test data, the fourth-grade treatment group reported more 
behavioral engagement, t(32)=-1.909, p=.065 emotional engagement, t(32)=-2.844, 
p=.008 and less behavioral disaffection, t(32)=-2.209, p=.034, in comparison to the 
control group. This suggests that the intervention may have influenced fourth-grade 
students’ levels of engagement more than third-grade students’ levels of engagement.  
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Research question 2: Does an AS/SC approach to teaching the Hebrew Bible, over 
the course of four to six weeks, increase elementary school students’ skill 
development in that academic domain, in comparison to students who learned the 
same content through a traditional, teacher-centered approach?  
Research question 3: Does an AS/SC approach to teaching the Hebrew Bible, over 
the course of six weeks, increase elementary school students’ content knowledge in 
that academic domain, in comparison to students who learned the same content 
through a traditional, teacher-centered approach?  
At the culmination of implementation, students in control and treatment groups 
completed the same assessment of their skill development and content knowledge. 
Assessments were grade-level specific and assessed the specific skills and content 
knowledge that teachers had defined as the benchmarks for achievement in each unit. In 
both third-grade and fourth-grade, 80% of the assessment focused on students’ skill 
development and asked students to translate vocabulary through matching and fill-in-the-
blanks, to translate biblical phrases and to identify the context of the specific biblical 
phrases, and to identify and translate the root words found in the unit. The remaining 
20% of the assessment was comprised of content knowledge questions, where students 
had to answer questions about the storyline, big ideas, and content of the biblical chapter. 
Independent samples t-tests indicated that students in the control group and treatment 
group achieved equivalent levels of skill development and content knowledge (see tables 



















Group Statistics, Fourth-Grade Skill Development and Content Knowledge, 
Control vs. Treatment  
 





Skill 1.00 27 89.6667 9.20284 1.77109 
2.00 11 86.9091 12.16104 3.66669 
Content 1.00 28 91.1786 12.91583 2.44086 













Group Statistics, Third-Grade Skill Development and Content 
Knowledge, Control vs. Treatment  
 
 





Skill 1.00 24 93.75 9.042 1.846 
2.00 13 93.69 10.355 2.872 
Content 1.00 24 92.33 10.273 2.097 
     
2.00 13 94.54 9.315 2.584 
Table 16 
Independent Samples T-Test, Third-Grade Skill Development and Content Knowledge, Control vs. Treatment  
 







































Independent Samples T-Test, Fourth-Grade Skill Development and Content Knowledge, Control 
vs. Treatment  
 
































-.731 22.603 .472 -2.91234 3.98437 -11.16265 5.33797 
 
Discussion 
This study examined the influence of an AS/SC approach to teaching a unit of 
Bible to third and fourth-grade students. Findings indicate that there were significant 
differences between-subjects in control and treatment groups at each period of time, with 
the treatment groups in both third and fourth-grade reporting higher levels of engagement 
than the control groups. There was no statistically significant difference in the levels of 
engagement within-subjects over time. Treatment groups reported significantly higher 
levels of emotional engagement at both pre- and post-test and higher behavioral 
engagement and lower emotional disaffection at the post-test in comparison to the control 
group. This suggests that although students’ levels of engagement trended downward, on 
some dimensions of engagement, during the four-week and six-week interventions, an 
AS/SC approach may have sustained higher levels of behavioral and emotional 
engagement in the treatment group than what may have been if students had learned 
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through a traditional, teacher-centered approach. Findings comparing students’ levels of 
skill development and content knowledge revealed that students in control and treatment 
groups did not differ in their levels of skill development and content knowledge as 
assessed at the end of the unit. This section will discuss the study’s findings in greater 
detail.  
Significant Differences in Engagement between Treatment and Control Groups 
Findings suggest that students who learned a unit of Bible through an AS/SC 
approach were significantly more engaged in their learning than students who learned the 
same unit of Bible, at the same period of time, through a teacher-centered, traditional 
approach. These results reinforce previous research that suggests that students will be 
more engaged in their learning when they perceive themselves as autonomous and when 
they have agency within the learning process (Barron & Darling-Hammond, 2008; 
Skinner et al., 2009a; Taboada Barber et al., 2017; Whitlock & Brugar, 2017). It also 
extends the argument, within the discourse on religious education, that religious 
education should be experiential, interactive, and built upon children’s curiosities, 
questions, and interests (Afdal, 2015; Hyde, 2008, 2010; Schein, 2013; Shire, 2011; 
Woocher, 2012). 
Considering teacher factors. In addition to argument that the implementation of 
an AS/SC approach accounts for the higher levels of engagement in treatment groups, it 
is possible that certain teacher factors contributed to these significant differences in 
engagement between treatment and control. As indicated in an earlier section of this 
chapter, the sustained coaching and support that the author provided participating 
teachers offered teachers the opportunity to experiment with unfamiliar approaches to 
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instruction in a way that was non-evaluative and comfortable. The level of trust and prior 
relationship between author and participating teachers functioned as a springboard for 
teachers to step outside of their comfort zone in ways that they would have otherwise not 
done. Drawing upon the end of unit teacher interviews, which suggest that teachers still 
upheld the overarching belief that teaching Bible is predominantly an act of transmission 
of knowledge, it is not clear if participating teachers experienced a fundamental shift in 
their motivating style or attitude. However, as Guskey (2002) suggests, it is possible that 
through continual changes in practice and increased exposure and opportunity to try out 
an AS/SC approach, teachers may identify the benefits to the point that their attitudes 
may eventually shift.   
It is noteworthy that treatment groups were significantly more engaged than 
control groups despite teachers’ lack of mastery of an AS/SC approach. Although 
teachers received training over the summer and were supported and coached by the 
author leading up to and during the implementation, the adoption of this approach for this 
particular unit was relatively new and unfamiliar. As such, teachers were themselves 
novices at strategies, routines, and pedagogic paradigm shifts necessary to adopt when 
attempting to be more autonomy-supportive and student-centered. While between-subject 
findings indicate that the implementation of an AS/SC approach may have influenced 
students’ levels of engagement when compared to learning through a traditional, teacher-
centered approach, participating teachers’ relative inexperience with structuring a 
classroom to provide students agency in their learning may have impacted their ability to 
implement this approach as fully as possible. This is supported by the findings that 
participating teachers’ implementation, based on classroom observations over the course 
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of the intervention, ranged from a moderate transitional approach to a moderate learner-
centered approach (Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, 2013). However, it 
does suggest that if provided the adequate school support and resources over a sustained 
period of time, teachers could adopt a more coherent AS/SC approach to instruction and 
could therefore impact student engagement at even greater levels than the current study 
identified.   
Lack of Within-Subject Change in Engagement  
  Analysis of self-reported levels of engagement prior to and following the 
intervention indicate that there was no statistically significant difference in students’ 
levels of engagement over time. One possible explanation for the lack of a change in 
student engagement from pre-test to post-test is that both treatment groups reported 
higher baseline levels of emotional engagement at pre-test. This higher baseline for 
engagement within treatment groups could have impacted the likelihood of finding 
statistical significance, being that the treatment groups were already reporting higher 
levels of emotional engagement than the control groups. Another possibility may be that 
the four-week and six-week interventions were too short of an intervention period to truly 
affect a change in student self-reports of engagement. An additional factor to consider in 
an attempt to understand the lack of a significant change within-subjects is the downward 
trend in emotional engagement, from pre-test to post-test, that was identified in both 
treatment and control groups. 
Considering the Opposing Trends Between Emotional  and Behavioral Engagement  
Emotional engagement.  It is noteworthy that post-test data reflected that 
treatment students trended downward in their levels of emotional engagement in 
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comparison to the pre-test data, but trended upwards in their levels of behavioral 
engagement in comparison to the pre-test data. Emotional engagement refers to the 
reported enthusiasm, value, and positive attitude students have towards school, teachers, 
classmates, and academic tasks, along with their feelings of belonging within the school 
environment (Fredricks et al., 2004; Furrer et al., 2014; Lawson & Lawson, 2013; 
Skinner et al., 2009a). In reporting on their levels of emotional engagement on the 
Engagement vs. Disaffection in Learning, Student Report (Skinner et al., 2008a), students 
rated the accuracy of statements such as “When I’m in class, I feel good” or “I enjoy 
learning new things in class”. This downward trend may be reflective of a potential 
decline in emotional engagement levels over the course of a school year. While most 
research on student engagement explores the changes in patterns of engagement across 
school years (Marks, 2000; Ryan & Patrick, 2001; Wang & Fredricks, 2014), 
Opdenakker, Maulana, and Brok (2011) contend that studies on within-year changes in 
engagement and motivation are limited. In their study on the within-year changes in 
engagement, Opdenakker et al. (2011) found that students’ autonomous motivation 
decreased over time. This finding aligns with the findings in the current study, as 
suggested by the downward trend in emotional engagement, which may reflect a 
weakening of enthusiasm for learning as the year progresses. A relevant area of future 
research may be to investigate whether levels of student engagement correlate with 
various time periods within one school year. It is noteworthy that despite the downward 
trend in engagement, the treatment groups were able to sustain significantly higher levels 
of emotional and behavioral engagement compared to the control group at post-test. 
While there may be a natural decline in engagement over the course of a school year, 
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findings suggest that an AS/SC approach to instruction may have lessened the potential 
degree to which levels of engagement trended downward.  
Despite an absence of statistically significant changes in emotional engagement 
from pre-test to post-test, qualitative data suggests that the participating teachers 
perceived their students to be notably more engaged and excited to learn during the 
AS/SC unit than in prior units. Being that students’ levels of engagement influence the 
degree to which teachers are engaged and invested in their teaching (Scott et al., 2014; 
Skinner & Belmont, 1993), this finding suggests that even without statistically significant 
data, teachers’ perceptions that students are more excited and engaged in learning can 
make the experience of teaching more enjoyable. 
Behavioral Engagement. Post-test data reflects an upward trend in treatment 
students’ levels of behavioral engagement. Behavioral engagement refers to the 
observable behaviors that indicate a student’s active interest and involvement in learning. 
These behaviors include attendance, initiation of tasks, participation in classroom lessons 
and activities, on-task behaviors, adherence to classroom rules, persistence towards a 
task, and observed effort (Furlong & Christenson, 2008; Fredricks et al., 2004; Skinner et 
al., 2009a). In reporting their levels of behavioral engagement on the Engagement vs. 
Disaffection in Learning, Student Report (Skinner et al., 2008a), students rated the 
accuracy of statements such as “In class, I participate in class discussions” or “I work as 
hard as I can in class”. The upward trend in students’ reported levels of behavioral 
engagement may reflect that the students in treatment classes perceived that they were 
more actively involved in the classroom learning and activities than they had been in 
prior units of instruction. While their increased level of activity and involvement in their 
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learning was indicated through their reports of their behavioral engagement, it is possible 
that the students were not readily reflecting on their feelings in relation to this changed 
approach. This discrepancy between behavioral engagement and emotional engagement 
in post-test data is all the more noteworthy given the observations in end of unit 
interviews from both participating teachers that students were significantly more excited 
and enthusiastic about this unit than any unit prior.  
Grade-level Trends 
While there were no statistically significant differences in pre-test or post-test 
data for third-graders, the fourth-grade treatment group reported higher levels of 
emotional engagement and behavioral engagement, and lower levels of behavioral 
disaffection in comparison to the control group at post-test. The statistically significant 
increase of behavioral engagement and decrease of behavioral disaffection at the post-test 
are important to consider, in that an AS/SC approach to instruction may have helped to 
mitigate the possibility of decreased behavioral engagement and increased likelihood of 
disaffection fourth-graders that is more likely to be reported in fourth-grade than in third-
grade. With literature on student engagement indicating a general decline in levels of 
engagement as students progress through each grade level, research suggests that the 
steepest decline happens around the middle school years (Blackwell et al., 2007; Cain & 
Dweck, 1995; Hirschfield & Gasper, 2011; Wang & Fredricks, 2014). Further 
investigation is warranted to identify if an AS/SC approach was more impactful in fourth-
grade than in third-grade because of the greater likelihood for fourth-graders to naturally 




Skill Development and Content Knowledge 
 Qualitative data suggests that participating teachers were most concerned with 
their ability to utilize an AS/SC approach while also providing students adequate review 
of skills and content. The findings that students among control and treatment groups 
achieved equivalent levels of skill development and content knowledge reflects that the 
implementation of an AS/SC unit did not compromise students’ abilities to develop skills 
and gain an understanding of the unit’s content. This can inform educational practice by 
alleviating teachers’ arguable misperceptions about time constraints and the necessity of 
transmission above all else. Rather, this study suggests that Judaic Studies teachers may 
be able to utilize an AS/SC to teaching without the concern that they will lose out on the 
curriculum they feel the need to cover. This insight aligns with Hassenfeld’s (2017) 
argument that a pedagogy of interpretive facilitation, wherein students can interact with 
and authentically discuss the content they are learning rather than unidirectionally receive 
the teacher’s idea, in fact allows teachers to accomplish what Holtz (2003) refers to as 
“the enterprise of cultural transmission” (p.37) while students are able to learn through a 
transformative educational experience.  
Students’ Levels of Religious Observance 
Both pre-test and post-test data indicate that Orthodox students reported higher 
levels of engagement in their learning than non-Orthodox students. This finding calls into 
question whether a community Jewish day school, such as KDS, is able to provide an 
equitable Jewish education for all of its students. If the mission of a community day 
school is to offer a deeply engaging and enriching Jewish education to students, 
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regardless of level of observance, a future area of research may be the degree to which 
students of varied levels of Jewish observance experience Judaic education differently.   
Teachers’ Years of Experience and Educational Backgrounds 
  Findings suggest that teachers’ years of experience and educational backgrounds 
did not impact the influence of an AS/SC approach to Bible instruction. This speaks to 
the potential significance of professional learning in providing all teachers with the 
training and support necessary to change instructional practices and increase the level at 
which students are engaged in their learning. A consideration for educational practice is 
the value of providing school-wide training and system-wide adoption of an AS/SC 
instructional approach. Participating teachers struggled with both adopting a new 
instructional practice without collegial collaboration and with the ways in which the 
school’s schedule and expectations for what content is meant to be covered did not align 
with the AS/SC approach to instruction. It is possible that were this approach to be 
adopted on a school wide level, with appropriate and ongoing training, coaching, and 
support for staff, the influence of an AS/SC would be significantly more meaningful.  By 
adopting a systemic approach, there could be congruence between the resources of time, 
staffing, and scheduling with the need to provide ongoing professional learning and to 
create a schedule in which teachers and students have flexible periods of time to pursue 
learning goals rather than to feel rushed to keep up a pace of learning that limits the level 
of depth of understanding students can achieve (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017; Jensen et 






There are several noteworthy limitations of this study. The pre-test and post-test, 
although providing added data upon which to estimate causal inferences, pose a testing 
threat to validity, as exposure to a survey may impact future performance on the same 
survey (Shadish et al., 2002). By conducting the study within one school context rather 
than adding additional sites, there is a lack of sampling validity and thus an inability to 
establish external validity. The use of a grade-level unit assessment, created by each 
grade-level teaching time and evaluated by Judaic Studies teachers, still poses a certain 
level of threats of validity and reliability. It is also possible that while control teachers did 
not implement an AS/SC approach in their classrooms, exposure to this approach through 
prior professional learning workshops and through watching their colleagues plan and 
implement the intervention may have increased their use of AS/SC strategies and may 
have contaminated the validity of the intervention. There may also be an effect of novelty 
to consider, in that students were engaged in the learning because it was new, rather than 
because it was inherently engaging. In addition, the small sample size of 2 participating 
teachers limited the ability to establish external validity.  
Implications for Research 
 There are many directions to consider in advancing this body of research. 
Expanding this research to multiple sites and large sample sizes of both students and 
teachers would increase sampling validity and ability to generalize findings. This would 
include extending the research to students of various ages to identify whether there is a 
differential sensitivity to the influence of an AS/SC approach to instruction based on age, 
environment, learning needs, or religious educational context. In addition, future research 
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may consider whether this study’s findings are applicable in various academic domains, 
and whether findings vary depending on whether the domain is largely skill-based or 
centered more on content. While this study assumed a text-expansive approach in designing 
an AS/SC unit of study, where teachers and students extended the lessons or themes of the 
text to engage in a bigger project, a future study may want to consider how an AS/SC could 
be designed that was text-intensive, where teachers supported student autonomy in 
understanding and interpreting the Biblical text. It would also be interesting to consider 
whether a more extensive professional learning and coaching model for participating 
teachers would influence the results of the research.  
Implications for Practice 
 This study offers insight and implications for practice that educators can build 
upon, along with further questions for educators to consider and explore. One significant 
implication is the ways in which providing teachers with the autonomy, support, and 
structure to take on new instructional approaches was a key contributing factor to the 
success of this unit. Moreover, the provisions of autonomy, support, and structure were 
built primarily upon the prior relationships between the author and the participating 
teachers, wherein there was an established sense of trust and ability to express the need 
for and accept help. The author’s attention and intention to meet the teachers where they 
were in their own professional development and learning supported the success of this 
research. The relationship between the teachers and author and the level of trust among 




 Additional implications for practice include the questions of how to apply the 
concepts of an AS/SC approach to an arts-integration or design approach, both within a 
religious educational context and secular educational contexts. Integrating the arts into 
non-art domains can draw upon the principles of an AS/SC approach to teaching and 
learning, where the focus is on process and content, interdisciplinary integration, student 
reflection, teacher-student and peer collaboration, and drawing upon students’ intrinsic 
motivation (Froyd & Simpson, 2008; Hardiman, JohnBull, Carran, & Shelton, 2019; 
Hood-Cattaneo, 2017). With research suggesting that arts-integration can increase student 
learning outcomes including transfer and long-term memory retention (Hardiman et al., 
2019), it is possible that arts-integration can function as a vehicle through which 
educators can design AS/SC approaches.  
 It is also important to consider the implications of the findings that students in 
both treatment and control groups achieved equivalent levels of skill development and 
content knowledge. This finding works to dispel the notion, pervasive in prior findings in 
research on Jewish education, that teachers feel the urgency to prioritize transmission of 
knowledge over crafting a learning environment that students may find more relevant and 
applicable to their lives (Hassenfeld, 2018; Holtz, 2003; Krakowski, 2011; Pomson, 
2011). Put differently, this study suggests that it is not necessary for Judaic Studies 
teachers to adopt an “either/or” stance, in which they need to focus either on transmission 
or on cultivating an engaging and relevant learning environment. This aligns with 
Hassenfeld’s (2018) findings that the values of a transmission pedagogy, which include 
what Holtz (2003) calls the “enterprise of cultural transmission” (p.37) are not 
compromised by adopting a pedagogy of interpretive facilitation. The work here, 
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however, involves helping teachers consider and possible refine their orientations and 
interpretive stances in teaching Judaic Studies, which are often times based on deeply 
ingrained valued and ideologies that are rooted in personally held religious beliefs 
(Galili-Schachter, 2011; Hassenfeld, 2016, 2017, 2018; Holtz, 2003). Again, the 
importance of relationship and trust here is key to what Rachel argued was the 
“handholding” (personal communication, December 31, 2018) she needed in order to 
begin this process of professional and personal reflection.  
Conclusion 
The findings from the current study explored a possible way to address 
elementary school students’ comparatively low levels of engagement in their Judaic 
Studies learning. Results showed that an AS/SC approach to instruction did not change 
levels of student engagement over time, but that students in treatment groups were 
significantly more behaviorally engaged, emotionally engaged, and less behaviorally 
disaffected than students in control groups. Both the construct of student engagement and 
the practices of AS/SC teaching can be considered “meta-constructs” (Fredricks et al., 
2004). While student engagement is shaped, supported, or hindered by a multiplicity of 
factors, so too, AS/SC instruction is a multi-dimensional and complex approach to 
teaching and learning that often requires a paradigmatic shift of all stakeholders in a 
school to reconsider what teaching and learning look like and feel like. This current study 
reflects both the complexity of student engagement, the importance of engagement in 
religious education, and the deep work but potentially fruitful gains for both teachers and 
students, when teaching supports student autonomy and puts students at the center of the 
learning process.  
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Appendix C: Children’s Motivational Framework Questionnaire  
Items included on the measure of motivational frameworks given at 7-8 years of age 
(adapted from Heyman & Dweck, 1998; Kinlaw & Kurtz-Costes, 2007). Items marked 
“A” were given at the first session and items marked “B” were given at the second 
session. Items were administered in a single, pseudo-random order. Items marked with an 
asterisk (*) were reverse-coded when making the composite measure, so that higher 
scores were always associated with greater endorsement of an incremental framework. 
Intelligence domain 
1. A: *Imagine a kid who things that a person is a certain amount smart, and they stay 
pretty much the same. How much do you agree with this kid? [5-point scale, 1=a 
little, 5=a lot] 
2. B: *Imagine a kid who thinks that a person is a certain amount smart and stays pretty 
much the same. How much do you agree with this kid? [5-point scale, 1=a little, 5=a 
lot] 
3. A: Imagine a kid who believes that you can get smarter and smarter all the time. How 
much do you agree with this kid? [5-point scale, 1=a little, 5=a lot] 
4. B: Imagine a kid who thinks that people can get smarter if they work really hard. 
How much do you agree with this kid? [5-point scale, 1=a little, 5=a lot] 
5. A: *How much would you like to do mazes that are very easy so you can get a lot 
right? [5-point scale, 1=a little, 5=a lot] 
6. B: *How much would you like to do mazes that are very easy so you can get a lot 
right? [5-point scale, 1=a little, 5=a lot] 
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7. B: *How much would you like to spell words that are very easy so you can get a lot 
right? [5-point scale, 1=a little, 5=a lot] 
8. B: *How much would you like to do math problems that are very easy so you can get 
a lot right? [5-point scale, 1=a little, 5=a lot] 
9. A: How much would you like to do mazes that are very hard so you can learn more 
about doing mazes? [5-point scale, 1=a little, 5=a lot] 
10. B: How much would you like to do mazes that are very hard so you can learn more 
about doing mazes? [5-point scale, 1=a little, 5=a lot] 
11. B: How much would you like to spell words that are very hard so you can learn more 
about spelling? [5-point scale, 1=a little, 5=a lot] 
12. B: How much would you like to do math problems that are very hard so you can learn 














Appendix D: Sense of Relatedness Questionnaire  
When I’m with my Teacher,  
 
Item 1.  I feel accepted. 
Item 2.  I feel unimportant. 
Item 3.  I feel like someone special. 
Item 4.  I feel ignored. 
 
When I’m with my Classmates,  
 
Item 5.  I feel accepted. 
Item 6.  I feel unimportant. 
Item 7I feel like someone special. 



























































































Shifting perception about 
authoritative discourse in 
religious education; 
recognition of value and 
applicability of student-
centered approach  
Willingness among Judaic 
Studies teachers to change 
current instructional 
approach to Bible  
Increase in teachers’ 
comfort and perceived 
support in implementing 
student-centered approach 
















and understanding of the 
problem low levels of 




Logic Model  
Inputs Activities Participation Outputs Outcomes 
Short Term                           Medium Term             Long Term  
Access to all Bible 
curricular materials 
from  
3rd, 4th grade  
 
Access to laptops and 
iPads 
 
Support from other 
Lower School faculty 
 
Support from Lower 
School Principals and 
Head of School  
 
Space and time for 
teachers to meet and 




workshop (6 hours 
per day) on 
autonomy-
supportive, student-
centered pedagogy  
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Bible unit in one 
class in 3rd, and 4th 
grade 
  
6 Judaic Studies 
teachers from  3rd, 
4th grade  
 
3rd, 4th grade 
students 
(approximately 15-






centered units of 
Bible curriculum (1 
unit each in 3rd, and 
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content knowledge in 
Bible and Judaic 
Studies 
Assumptions: Teachers are willing to reconsider their approaches to teaching Bible; Teachers will put forth the effort 
necessary to implement a new pedagogic approach; 3 days of PD will provide teachers with adequate knowledge and 
self-efficacy to implement unit; Measures of engagement, skill development, and content knowledge will accurately 
measure constructs       External Factors: Change in support from Administration; Change in school personnel; 






Appendix G: Summary Matrices 
 
 
Research Question, Outcome 
Evaluation 
Indicator Role of Indicator Data Sources Frequency Responsibility 
Was there a greater increase in 
difference in student engagement 
for students who learned a unit of 
Bible through an AS/SC approach 
in comparison to students who 








Learning survey, Student 
report (Skinner et al., 
2008a) 
Collected twice: Once 
prior to intervention and 
once after intervention is 
completed 
Author 
Was there a greater increase in 
difference in skill development for 
students who learned a unit of 
Bible through an AS/SC approach 
in comparison to students who 
learned the same unit through a 
T/TC approach? 




participating grade level: 
3rd, and 4th grade) 
Collected twice: once 
prior to intervention and 
once after intervention is 
completed 
Author 
Was there a greater increase in 
difference in content knowledge 
for students who learned a unit of 
Bible through an AS/SC approach 
in comparison to students who 
learned the same unit through a 
T/TC approach? 




participating grade level: 
3rd, and 4th grade) 
Collected twice: once 
prior to intervention and 
once after intervention is 
completed 
Author 



















One interview at the 
culmination of the 
intervention 
Weekly during 








approach to Bible 
education and 
Judaic Studies 
























Data Source(s) Data Collection Tool Frequency Responsibility 
To what extent did 
participating teachers deliver a 
full implementation of the 
intervention program, as 
measured by teacher 
attendance logs, complete 
delivery of curricular 
components of the chosen unit 
of Bible instruction, and 
adherence to an AS/SC 
approach for the duration of 
















Student participation in 
intervention 
Parents of 3rd, 
and 4th grade 
students  
Parent Consent form 






AS/SC approach to unit 













Full dose of delivery of 











To what extent did the 
participating teachers enjoy 
teaching through an 
autonomy-supportive, student-
centered (AS/SC) approach 
for a unit of their Bible 
curriculum, as measured 
through semi-structured 
interviews and participant 
reflection journals?  
Participating teachers’ 

















One interview at the 
culmination of the 
intervention 









What barriers caused by 
scheduling or staffing 
structures, if any, were 
identified by participants or by 
the author, as hindering the 
process of program 
implementation? 
 
Presence of barriers to 
implementation of 






















Appendix H: Interview Protocol 
1. What was the experience of this summer’s professional development like for you? 
2. What was your feeling going into the professional development? 
3. Did you change your perceptions about teaching Judaic Studies after the professional 
development? How so?  
4. How did you grow up learning Judaic Studies?  
5. What was difficult about the professional development?  
6. What was beneficial about it?  
7. What would you have changed about it? 
8. What was the experience of implementing the AS/SC unit of Bible? 
9. What were the challenges of this unit? 
10. What were the strengths of the implementation? 
11. What, if any, were barriers to the success of the implementation?  
12. What would you have changed about your implementation of the unit? 
13. Do you think that an AS/SC approach to Judaics or Bible is a sustainable and reasonable 
approach? Why or why not? 








Appendix I: Interview Codebook 
Topical Statement 
Category Definition  Example  
Classroom activities  
Classroom activities refers to specific 
descriptions of observable activities during 






I needed to get skills done, I could 
have them in the whole group or not 
but if I had them in the whole group 
then they weren’t taking care of the 
project, and both were going on at the 







Like review them. I’m very- what’s the 
word – I mean I’m very usually I’m 
really good about that. I’m really into 
that. I really try to find time to really 
make sure that I have the skills really 
reviewed and they know it really well. 
It doesn’t mean that I don’t teach the 
concepts or have discussions, but like I 
always - no matter what I have planned 
that day, I always start off with let’s 
review the skills, let’s review the 
vocab, let’s review the shorashim. If it 
t takes me 3-5 minutes if not less, but I 
feel like I have to do that and I feel 
good about it. 
 
Affective reflections of 
teacher 
Episodes where teacher reflects on how she 
felt about unit implementation  
There were parts of it that were very – 
a little stressful for me. But on the 




Episodes where teacher reflects of her 
perceptions of how the students felt about 
unit implementation  
They got so into the discussion about 
the unit and they really knew it well. 
The concepts really really well. And 
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they were obviously really excited to 
discuss their projects. 1 
Evaluation of 
implementation 
Episodes that involved evaluative 




Episodes that involved evaluating the 
beneficial parts of the unit 
As a teacher, it definitely made me try 
out new things, which now I can use as 
I want to. I saw what worked, what I 
liked, didn’t like. So I definitely tried 
out new things. What I really like is 
that we left the unit with the theme. I 
loved that. So I’m like, if I can do that 
for every unit so that I know no matter 
what the skills, no matter what 
concepts they know, I know they’re 
going to get that theme. 
Evaluating challenges  
Episodes that involved highlighting the 
challenging parts of the unit  
Again, not having everyone doing the 
same thing was a time constraint 
because I’m trying, I really like to keep 
up, and it’s just like, we like to work 
together, it’s a lot more fun, and we 
just do it together. So not to be on the 
same page as everyone else was 
definitely hard for me. 
 
Evaluation of student 
achievement and 
understanding  
Episodes that involved evaluating the 
perceived level of student understanding 
and achievement  
Not in the skills. More in the content. 
They definitely were thinking about it 
more. And Not all kids, obviously. 
Certain kids will always be themselves 
no matter what, I feel like, but at least 
basics, everybody really had drilled 
into them.  
 
Looking and planning 
ahead  
Episodes where the teacher thought about 
how to apply this mode of instruction in the 
future  
I do think that if I would have buy-in 
from the other teachers I would try to 
implement some stuff, like stepping 
back from each unit thinking about the 
theme. And then if there is something 
that works with us, maybe putting 
something in, and moving stuff around 
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a little bit. I would not right now do a 
massive overhaul. I would still keep 
the same skills that we do. They all 
build on each other and would be 
extremely difficult to change, probably 
not even worth it and they’re very 
good, we’ve worked years on this. I 
don’t even think that’s necessary. But I 
do think that given time to think about 
it, there are other pieces I would put in, 
given teacher buy in.  As long as I had, 
you know, teacher buy-in. But I think I 
would, the group I work with is always 
open to new stuff, if I said, let’s take 
our lessons to the next level.  
Reflections on teacher 
change  
Episodes where teacher reflected on the 
experience of changing educational 
practices  
We’ve made tons of change. Even this 
year we do so much more on the iPad, 
if you would have told me that 3 years 
ago, I would have said, when? We’re 
done, we’re full. The lessons book is 
only 5-6 years old. Before that, I would 
have said, what do you mean lessons? 
We’re full. We spend all our time 
teaching.  
It enhances it. It goes hand in hand. It’s 
not a separate new thing. I would have 
told you we don’t have time in our 
schedule but we do, and now they 
know the Amidah so much better. And 
it’s really. Are you kidding? We used 
to spend 10 minutes a week on it. And 
it’s like, How do we have time? I don’t 
know. But we do. Other things we do 











Appendix J: Resources for Designing an AS/SC Unit 
Our Chumash Exhibit 


















3. Do you want to work in a group, or do you want to work on this project independently?  
 By myself 
 In a group 
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 Either  
 
 
Unit Guide  
Essential Question: An essential question should inspire students, require them to 
conduct research and relate to a real-world issue. 
Entry Event: How will you start your unit? What will be the hook that sparks your 
student’s interests? 
Products: What do you want students to do/write/create/build? 
 Individual: 
Group: 
Learning Goals: What do you want your students to learn?  
 Curriculum content: concepts, vocabulary, readings, etc.  
Key Skills: Identify key skills (to be assessed): 
 Skills to develop: 
Skills to master:  
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Exhibition Venue and Plan: Where and when will the exhibition take place? How will the 

























Aamodt, S., & Wang, S. (2011). Welcome to your child's brain: How the mind grows 
from conception to college. New York, N.Y.: Bloomsbury. 
Afdal, G. (2015). Modes of learning in religious education. British Journal of Religious 
 Education, 37(3), 256-272. doi: 10.1080/01416200.2014.944095 
Anderman, E. M., Austin, C. C., & Johnson, D. M. (2002). The development of goal 
orientation. In A. Wigfield & J. S. Eccles (Eds.), Development of Achievement 
Motivation (pp. 197-220). San Diego, CA, US: Academic Press. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-012750053-9/50010-3 
Anderman, L.H. (2004). Introduction: Student motivation across subject-area domain. 
The Journal of Educational Research, 97(6), 283-285. doi: 
10.3200/JOER.97.6.283-286 
Appleton, J. J., Christenson, S. L., Kim, D., & Reschly, A. L. (2006). Measuring 
cognitive and psychological engagement: Validation of the Student Engagement 
Instrument. Journal of School Psychology, 44(5), 427-445. 
doi 10.1016/j.jsp.2006.04.002 
Archambault, I., & Dupéré, V. (2017). Joint trajectories of behavioral, affective, and 
cognitive engagement in elementary school. The Journal of Educational 
Research, 110(2), 188-198. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2015.1060931 
Archambault, I., Janosz, M., Fallu, J., & Pagani, L.S. (2009). Student engagement and its 




Balfanz, R., Herzog, L., & Mac Iver, D.J. (2007). Preventing student disengagement and 
 keeping students on the graduation path in urban middle-grades schools: Early 
 identification and effective interventions. Educational Psychologist, 42(4), 223 
235. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520701621079 
Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: toward a unifying theory of behavioral change.  
 Psychological Review, 84(2), 191. http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191 
Baranowski, T. & Stables, G. (2000). Process evaluations of the 5-a day projects. Health 
 Education and Behavior, 27. 157-166. doi:10.1177/109019810002700202 
Barron, B., & Darling-Hammond, L. (2008). Teaching for meaningful learning: A review 
of research on inquiry-based and cooperative learning. Powerful Learning: What 
We Know About Teaching for Understanding, 11–70. 
http://doi.org/10.1207/S1532799XSSR0501 
Beth Tfiloh Dahan Community School, 2016, Mission Statement, Retrieved from 
 https://www.bethtfiloh.com/page/about-bt/mission 
Blackwell, L. S., Trzesniewski, K. H., & Dweck, C. S. (2007). Implicit theories of 
intelligence predict achievement across an adolescent transition: A longitudinal 
study and an intervention. Child Development, 78(1), 246–263. 
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467- 8624.2007.00995.x 
Bodovski, K., & Farkas, G. (2007). Mathematics growth in early elementary school: The 
roles of beginning knowledge, student engagement, and instruction. The 
Elementary School Journal, 108(2), 115–130. http://doi.org/10.1086/525550 
Bong, M., Cho, C., Ahn, H. S., & Kim, H. J. (2012). Comparison of self-beliefs for 
178 
 
predicting student motivation and achievement. The Journal of Educational 
Research, 105(5), 336–352. http://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2011.627401 
Brand, B.R. & Moore, S.J. (2011). Enhancing teachers’ application of inquiry-based 
strategies using a constructivist sociocultural professional development model. 
International  Journal of Science Education, 33(7), 889-913. 
doi:10.1080/09500691003739374 
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development: Experiments in nature 
and design. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1994). Ecological models of human development. In Husen, T., 
 Postlethwaite, T. N. (Eds.), International encyclopedia of education, 2nd ed., 3,
 (pp. 1643-1647) Oxford, UK: Pergamon Press. 
Brophy, J. E. (2013). Motivating students to learn. New York: Routledge. 
Bruner, J. (1961). The Act of Discovery. Harvard Educational Review. Retrieved from 
 http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&btnG=Search&q=intitle:The+Act+of+ 
iscover y#0 
Buck Institute for Education. 2015. Project based teaching rubric. Novato, CA: Buck 
Institute for Education. Retrieved from 
http://www.bie.org/object/document/project_based_teaching_rubric 
Burch, P., & Heinrich, C. J. (2016). Mixed methods for policy research and program 
evaluation. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Cai, E.Y.L., & Liem, A.D. (2017). ‘Why do I study and what do I want to achieve by 
179 
 
studying?’: Understanding the reasons and aims of student engagement. School 
Psychology International, 38(2), 131-148. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034316686399 
Cain, K. M., & Dweck, C. S. (1995). The relation between motivational patterns and 
 achievement cognitions through the elementary school years. Merrill-Palmer 
Quarterly, 41(1), 25–52. http://www.jstor.org/stable/23087453 
Calvert, L. (2016). Moving from compliance to agency: What teachers need to make 
professional learning work. Oxford, OH: Learning Forward and National 




Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning. 2013. Learner-centered rubric for 
classroom observation. Kennesaw, GA: Center for Excellence in Teaching and 
Learning. Retrieved from 
 https://cetl.kennesaw.edu/sites/default/files/resources/Learner%20Centered%20u 
ric%20for%20Classroom%20Observations.pdf 
Cheon, S. H., Reeve, J., Lee, Y., & Lee, J. (2018). Why autonomy-supportive 
interventions work: Explaining the professional development of teachers’ 
motivating style. Teaching and Teacher Education, 69, 43–51. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.09.022 
Clark, A. (2006). Changing classroom practice to include the project approach. Early 




Clarke, D., & Hollingsworth, H. (2002). Elaborating a model of teacher professional 
growth. Teaching and Teacher Education, 18, 947–967. doi:10.1016/s0742-
051x(02)00053-7 
Cohen-Malayev, M., Schachter, E. P., & Rich, Y. (2014). Teachers and the religious 
 socialization of adolescents : Facilitation of meaningful religious identity 
formation processes. Journal of Adolescence, 37(2), 205–214.  
 http://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2013.12.004 
Connell, J. P., & Wellborn, J. G. (1990). Competence, autonomy and relatedness: A 
 motivational analysis of self-system processes. 44-73. In M. R. Gunnar & L. A. 
Sroufe  (Eds.), Minnesota Symposium on Child Psychology, 22. Hillsdale, NJ:
 Erlbaum. 
Corno, L., & Mandinach, E. B. (2004). What we have learned about student engagement 
in the last 20 years. Big Theories: A Volume in: Research on Sociocultural 
Influences on  Motivation and Learning, i, 297–326. 
Covell, K. (2010). School engagement and rights‐respecting schools. Cambridge Journal
 of Education, 40(1), 39–51. http://doi.org/10.1080/03057640903567021 
Creswell, J.W., & Plano Clark, V.L. (2011). Designing and conducting mixed methods 
 research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Darling-Hammond, L., Hyler, M. E., & Gardner, M. (with Espinoza, D.). 
(2017). Effective teacher professional development. Palo Alto, CA: Learning 




Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self- determination in human 
 behavior. New York: Plenum. 
Deci, E. L., Vallerand, R. J., Pelletier, L. G., & Ryan, R. M. (1991). Motivation and 
education: The self-determination perspective. The Educational Psychologist, 26, 
325-346. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.1991.9653137 
Dewey, J. (1902). The child and the curriculum. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Dewey, J. (1986). Experience and education. Educational Forum, 50(3), 241-52. 
Dewey, J. (1990) The school and society; and, The child and the curriculum. Chicago : 
 University of Chicago Press. 
Dupont, S., Galand, B., Nils, F., & Hospel, V. (2014). Social context, self-perceptions, 
and student engagement: A SEM investigation of the self-system model of 
motivational development (SSMMD). Electronic Journal of Research in 
Educational Psychology, 12(1), 5-32. https://doi.org/10.14204/ejrep.32.13081 
Dweck, C. S. (2002). The development of ability conceptions. Development of 
Achievement Motivation, 57–88. http://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978 
012750053-9/50005-X 
Dweck, C. S., & Leggett, E. L. (1988). A social cognitive approach to motivation and 
 personality. Psychological Review, 95(2), 256–273. http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
 295X.95.2.256 
Eccles J. S., Adler, T. F., Futterman, R., Goff, S. B., Kaczala, C. M., Meece, J. L., & 
Midgley, C. (1983). Expectancies, values, and academic behaviors. In J. T. 
Spence (Ed.),  Achievement and achievement motivation (pp. 75–146). San 
Francisco, CA: W. H.  Freeman 
182 
 
Eccles, J. S., & Wigfield, A. (2002). Motivational Beliefs, Values, and Goals. Annual 
Review of Psychology 53, 109–32. 
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135153 
Eccles, J. S., Midgley, C., Wigfield, A., Buchanan, C. M., Reuman, D., Flanagan, C., & 
 MacIver, D. (1993). Development during adolescence: The impact of stage 
environment fit on young adolescents’ experiences in schools and in families. 
American Psychologist, 48, 90–101. doi:10.1037/ 0003-066X.48.2.90 
Eccles, J. S., Wigfield, A., & Schiefele, U. (1998). Motivation to succeed. In W. Damon 
 (Series Ed.) and N. Eisenberg (Vol. Ed.), Handbook of child psychology (5th ed., 
Vol. III, pp. 1017–1095). New York: Wiley. 
Evans, G. W., Kim, P., Ting, A. H., Tesher, H. B., & Shannis, D. (2007). Cumulative 
risk, maternal responsiveness and allostatic load among young adolescents. 
Developmental Psychology, 43(2), 341–351. 
Exler, L. (2016). Standards for fluency in Jewish text & practice. New York, NY: Hadar 
Press. 
Fan, W., & Williams, C. M. (2010). The effects of parental involvement on students’ 
academic self‐efficacy, engagement and intrinsic motivation. Educational 
Psychology, 30(1), 53–74. http://doi.org/10.1080/01443410903353302 
Fillippatou, D. & Kaldi, S. (2010). The effectiveness of project-based learning on pupils 
with learning difficulties regarding academic performance, group work, and 
motivation. International Journal of Special Education, 25(1). 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004270903179538 
Finn, J. D., & Rock, D. A. (1997). Academic success among students at risk for school 
183 
 
failure. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 82(2), 221–234. 
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021- 9010.82.2.221 
Finn, J.D. (1993). School Engagement & Students at Risk, National Center for 
Educational Statistics, Washington, D.C. 
Finn, J.D. & Zimmer, K.S., (2012), “Student engagement: What is it? Why does it 
matter?” in S.L. Christenson, A.L. Reschly and C. Wylie (eds.), Handbook of 
Student Engagement,  Springer, New York pp. 97-131. 
Fowler, J. W. (1981). Stages of faith: The psychology of human development and the 
quest for meaning. San Francisco: Harper & Row. 
Fredricks, J.A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004). School engagement: Potential 
of the concept, state of the evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74(1), 59 
109. http://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059 
Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P., Friedel, J., & Paris, A. (2005). School engagement. In K. 
A. Moore & L. H. Lippman (Eds.), What do children need to flourish: 
Conceptualizing and measuring indicators of positive development (pp. 305-321). 
New York, NY, US:  Springer Science + Business Media. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/0-387-23823-9_19 
Fredricks, J., McColskey, W., Meli, J., Mordica, J., Montrosse, B., & Mooney, K. (2011). 
Measuring student engagement in upper elementary through high school: A 
description of 21 instruments. Issues and Answers Report, 098, 26–27. Retrieved 
from http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs 
Froyd, J., & Simpson, N. (2008). Student-Centered Learning: Addressing Faculty 
Questions about Student-centered Learning. Course Curriculum, Labour, and 
184 
 
Improvement Conference, (1), 1–11. 
Furlong, M. J., & Christenson, S. L. (2008). Engaging students at school and with 
learning: A relevant construct for all students. Psychology in the Schools, 45(5), 
365–368. http://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20302 
Furrer, C. J., Skinner, E. A., & Pitzer, J. R. (2014). Teacher and peer relationships and 
 classroom engagement. Engaging Youth in Schools: Empirically-Based Models to
 Guide Future Innovations, 2138(1), 101–123.
 https://www.pdx.edu/psy/sites/www.pdx.edu.psy/files/2014 
Furrer.Skinner.Pitzer%20(1).pdf 
Furrer, C., & Skinner, E. (2003). Sense of relatedness as a factor in children’s academic 
 engagement and performance. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95(1), 148 
162. http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.95.1.148 
Galili-Schachter, I. (2011). Pedagogic hermeneutic orientations in the teaching of Jewish 
texts. Journal of Jewish Education, 77(3), 216-238. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15244113.2011.601450 
Gillet, N., Vallerand, R.J., Lanfreniere, M.K. (2012). Intrinsic and extrinsic school 
motivation as a function of age: The mediating role of autonomy support. Social 
Psychology in  Education, 15, 77-95. doi: 10.1007/s11218-011-9170-2 
Glanville, J. L., Sikkink, D., & Hernández, E. I. (2008). Religious involvement and 
 educational outcomes: The role of social capital and extracurricular participation. 
The Sociological Quarterly, 49, 105-137. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533 
8525.2007.00108.x 
 Goldspink, C., & Foster, M. (2013). A conceptual model and set of instruments for 
185 
 
measuring student engagement in learning. Cambridge Journal of Education, 
43(3), 291–311. Retrieved from 
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/0305764X.2013.776513 
Gonzalez-Dehass, A. R., Willems, P. P., & Holbein, M. F. D. (2005). Examining the 
 relationship between parental involvement and student motivation. Educational 
 Psychology Review, 17(2), 99–123. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-005-3949-7 
Goodman R.L., Katzew J. (2011) Curriculum Development: What We Can Learn from 
International Curricula. In: Miller H., Grant L., Pomson A. (Eds). International 
Handbook of Jewish Education. International Handbooks of Religion and 
Education, Vol 5. Springer, Dordrecht. 
 Grolnick, W. S., & Ryan, R. M. (1987). Autonomy in children’s learning: An 
experimental and individual difference investigation. Journal of Personality and
 Social Psychology, 52, 890– 898. 
Grolnick, W. S., Gurland, S. T., Jacob, K. F., & Decourcey, W. (2002). The development 
of self-determination in middle child- hood and adolescence. In A. Wigfield & J. 
S. Eccles (Eds.), Development of achievement motivation (pp. 147 – 171). San 
Diego: Academic Press. 
Grossman, P. (1990). The making of a teacher. New York: Teachers College Press. 
Gunderson, E. A., Gripshover, S. J., Romero, C., Dweck, C. S., Goldin-Meadow, S., & 
Levine, S. C. (2013). Parent praise to 1- to 3-year-olds predicts children’s 
motivational frameworks 5 years later. Child Development, 84(5), 1526–1541. 
http://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12064 
Guskey, T. R. (2002). Professional development and teacher change. Teachers and 
186 
 
Teaching,8, 381–391. doi:10.1080/135406002100000512 
Hardiman, M., JohnBull, R.M., Carran, D.T., & Shelton, A. (2019). The effects of arts 
integrated instruction on memory for science content. Trends in Neuroscience and 
Education, 14, 25-32. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tine.2019.02.002 
Hassenfeld, Z. R. (2016). Reading sacred texts in the classroom: The alignment between 
students and their teacher’s interpretive stances when reading the Hebrew Bible. 
Journal of Jewish Education, 82(1), 81–107. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15244113.2016.1137170  
Hassenfeld, Z. R. (2017). Teaching sacred texts in the classroom: The pedagogy of 
 "Transmission" and the pedagogy of "Interpretive Facilitation". Journal of Jewish 
 Education, 83(4), 339-366. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15244113.2018.1378562  
Hassenfeld, Z. R. (2018). Putting students front and center in the Hebrew Bible 
classroom: Inquiry-oriented pedagogy in the Orthodox and liberal classroom. 
Journal of Jewish Education, 84(1), 4-31. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15244113.2018.1418104  
Henry, G. (2010). Comparison group designs. In J. Wholey, H. Hatry, & K. Newcomer 
(Eds.), Handbook of practical program evaluation (pp. 125-143). San Francisco, 
CA: Jossey-Bass. 
Heyman, G. D., & Dweck, C. S. (1998). Children’s thinking about traits: Implications for 
 judgments of the self and others. Child Development, 64(2), 391–403. 
 http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1998.tb06197.x 
Hirschfield, P. J., & Gasper, J. (2011). The relationship between school engagement and 
 delinquency in late childhood and early adolescence. Journal of Youth and 
187 
 
Adolescence, 40(1), 3–22. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-010-9579-5 
Hmelo-Silver, C.E., Duncan, R.G., & Chinn, C.A., (2007) Scaffolding and achievement 
in problem-based and inquiry learning: A response to Kirschner, Sweller, 
and, Clark. Educational Psychologist, 42(2)99-107. doi: 
10.1080/00461520701263368 
Holtz, B.W. (2003). Textual knowledge: Teaching the Bible in theory and in practice. 
New York: The Jewish Theological Seminary Press.  
Hood-Cattaneo, K. (2017). Telling Active Learning Pedagogies Apart: from theory to 
practice. Journal of New Approaches in Educational Research, 6(2), 144–152. 
http://doi.org/10.7821/naer.2017.7.237 
Hovey, K.A., & Ferguson, S.L. (2014). Teacher perspectives and experiences: Using 
project based learning with exceptional and diverse students. Curriculum and 
Teaching Dialogue 16(1&2), 77-90.  
Hyde, B. (2008). Weaving the threads of meaning: a characteristic of children’s 
spirituality and its implications for religious education. British Journal of 
Religious Education, 30(3), 235–245. http://doi.org/10.1080/01416200802170169 
Hyde, B. (2010). A dispositional framework in religious education: learning dispositions 
and early years’ religious education in Catholic schools. Journal of Beliefs & 
Values, 31(3),  261–269. http://doi.org/10.1080/13617672.2010.521000 
IDEO. (2012). Design Thinking Toolkit for Educators. Retrieved from 
https://education.uky.edu/nxgla/wp-content/uploads/sites/33/2016/11/Design-
Thinking-for-Educators.pdf 
Immordino-Yang, M. H., Darling-Hammond, L., & Chrone, K. (2018). The brain basis 
188 
 
for integrated social, emotional, and academic development: How emotions and 
social relationships drive learning. Retrieved from The Aspen Institute website: 
https://www.aspeninstitute.org/publications/the-brain-basis-for-integrated-social-
emotional-and-academic-development/ 
Irvin, M. J., Meece, J. L., Byun, S., Farmer, T. W., & Hutchins, B. C. (2011). 
Relationship of school context to rural youth’s educational achievement and 
aspirations. Journal of Youth and Adolescence. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-
011-9628-8 
Jang, H. (2008). Supporting students’ motivation, engagement, and learning during an 
 uninteresting activity. Journal of Educational Psychology, 100(4), 798–811. 
 http://doi.org/10.1037/a0012841 
Jang, H., Reeve, J., & Deci, E. (2010). Engaging students in learning activities: It is not 
 autonomy support or structure but autonomy support and structure. Journal of 
 Educational Psychology, 102(3), 588–600. http://doi.org/10.1037/a0019682 
Janosz, M. (2012). Outcomes of engagement and engagement as an outcome: some 
consensus, divergences, and unanswered questions, In S.L Christenson, 
A.L.Reschly, & C.Wylie (Eds.), The Handbook of Research on Student
 Engagement. New York, NY: Springer Science. 
Jensen, E. (2013). Engaging students with poverty in mind: Practical strategies for 
raising achievement. Alexandria, Virginia: ASCD. 
Jensen, B., Sonnemann, J., Roberts-Hull, K., & Hunter, A. (2016). Beyond PD: Teacher 
189 
 
professional learning in high-performing systems. Washington, DC: National 
Center on Education and the Economy. Retrieved from http://www.ncee.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/08/BeyondPDWeb.pdf 
Jimerson, S. R., Campos, E., & Greif, J. L. (2003). Toward an understanding of 
definitions and measures of school engagement and related terms. The California 
School Psychologist,  8, 7–28. http://doi.org/10.1007/BF03340893 
Joselit, J.W. (2018, August 29). A history of Jewish day schools. Tablet Magazine.  
https://www.tabletmag.com/jewish-life-and-religion/268651/the-rise-of-jewish-
day-schools 
Kaldi, S., Filippatou, D., & Govaris, C. (2011). Project-based learning in primary 
schools: Effects on pupils’ learning and attitudes. Education 3-13 : International 
Journal of Primary, Elementary and Early Years Education, 39(1), 35–47. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/03004270903179538 
Kinlaw, C. R., & Kurtz-Costes, B. (2007). Children’s theories of intelligence: beliefs, 
goals, and motivation in the elementary years. The Journal of General 
Psychology, 134(3), 295–311. http://doi.org/10.3200/GENP.134.3.295-312 
Kirschner, P. A., Sweller, J., & Clark, R. E. (2006). Why minimal guidance during 
instruction does not work: An analysis of the failure of constructivist, discovery, 
problem-based, experiential, and inquiry-based teaching. Educational 
Psychologist, 41(2), 75-86.https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep4102_1 
Kokotsaki, D., Menzies, V., & Wiggins, A., (2016). Project-based learning: A review of 




Krakowski, M. (2011). Challenge and response in Jewish education. Journal of Jewish 
 Education, 77, 307–325. http://doi.org/10.1080/15244113.2011.625491 
Lam, S., Cheng, R.W., & Choy, H. (2010). School support and teacher motivation to 
implement project-based learning. Learning and Instruction, 20(6), 487-489. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2009.07.003 
Lam, S., Cheng, R. W., & Ma, W. Y. K. (2009). Teacher and student intrinsic motivation 
in project-based learning. Instructional Science, 37, 565–578. 
 http://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-008-9070-9 
Landis, R. N., & Reschly, A. L. (2013). Reexamining gifted underachievement and 
dropout through the lens of student engagement. Journal for the Education of the 
Gifted, 36(2),  220–249. http://doi.org/10.1177/0162353213480864 
Lattimer, H., & Riordan, R. (2011). Project-based learning engages students in 
meaningful work. Middle School Journal, 43(November), 18–23. 
http://doi.org/10.2307/23024494 
Lawson, M., & Lawson, H. (2013). New conceptual frameworks for student engagement 
 research, policy, and practice. Review of Educational Research (Vol. 83). 
 http://doi.org/10.3102/0034654313480891 
Lee, E., & Hannafin, M. J. (2016). A design framework for enhancing engagement in 
student centered learning: own it, learn it, and share it. Educational Technology 
Research and Development. http://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-015-9422-5 
Lehr, C. A., Sinclair, M. F., & Christenson, S. L. (2004). Addressing student engagement 
and truancy prevention during the elementary years: A replication study of the 
191 
 
check and connect model. Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk, 9(3), 
279–301. 
Leibowitz, S., & Ornelas Otero, N. (2017). Integrating Project-Based and Maker 
Centered Learning. Manuscript submitted for publication.  
Lewis, A. D., Huebner, E. S., Malone, P. S., & Valois, R. F. (2011). Life satisfaction and 
 student engagement in adolescents. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 40(3), 
249–262. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-010-9517-6 
Li, Y., & Lerner, R. M. (2011). Trajectories of school engagement during adolescence: 
 implications for grades, depression, delinquency, and substance use. 
Developmental Psychology, 47(1), 233–247. http://doi.org/10.1037/a0021307 
Lin-Siegler, X., Dweck, C. S., & Cohen, G. L. (2016). Instructional interventions that 
motivate classroom learning. Journal of Educational Psychology, 108(3), 295–
299. http://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000124 
Linnan, L. & Steckler, A. (2002). Process evaluations for public health interventions and 
 research. San Francisco, CA, John Wiley and Sons. 
Linnenbrink, E., & Pintrich, P. (2002). Motivation as an enabler for academic success. 
School Psychology Review, 31(3), 313–327. 
http://doi.org/10.1177/017084068800900203 
Lotter, C. R., & Miller, C. (2017). Improving inquiry teaching through reflection on 
practice. Research in Science Education, 47(4), 913–942. 
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-016-9533-y 
Lutz, S. L., Guthrie, J. T., & Davis, M. H. (2006). Scaffolding for engagement in 
192 
 
elementary school reading instruction. The Journal of Educational Research,
 100(1), 3–20. 
Mahatmya, M., Lohman, B. J., Matjasko, J. L., & Farb, A. F. (2012). Engagement across 
 developmental periods. In S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), 
 Handbook of Research on Student Engagement (pp. 45–63). New York: Springer. 
Marks, H. M. (2000). Student engagement in instructional activity: Patterns in the 
elementary, middle and high school years. American Educational Research 
Journal, 37(1), 153–184. 
Martin, A. J. (2008). How domain specific is motivation and engagement across school, 
sport, and music? A substantive-methodological synergy assessing young sports 
people and musicians. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 33(4), 785–813. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2008.01.002 
Martin, A. J., & Marsh, H. W. (2006). Academic resilience and its psychological and 
 educational correlates: A construct validity approach. Psychology in the Schools, 
43(3), 267–281. http://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20149 
Martin, A.J., Bostwick, K., Collie, R.J., & Tarbetsky, A. (2016). Implicit theories of 
intelligence, In V. Zeigler-Hill & T. Shackelford (Eds). Encyclopedia of 
Personality and Individual Differences, Springer: New York. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-28099-8_980-1 
Martinek, D., Hofmann, F., & Kipman, U. (2016). Academic self-regulation as a function 
of age: the mediating role of autonomy support and differentiation in school. 




McCombs, B. L., Daniels, D. H., & Perry, K. E. (2008). Children’s and teachers’ 
perceptions of learner-centered practices, and student motivation: Implications for 
early schooling. The Elementary School Journal, 109(1), 16–35. 
http://doi.org/10.1086/592365 
McCormick K.M., Plucker J.A. (2013) Connecting student engagement to the academic 
and social needs of gifted and talented students. In: Kim K.H., Kaufman J.C., 
Baer J., Sriraman B. (Eds) Creatively Gifted Students are not like Other Gifted 
Students. Advances in Creativity and Giftedness, Vol 5. SensePublishers, 
Rotterdam. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6209-149-8_9 
Metallidou, P., & Vlachou, A. (2007). Motivational beliefs, cognitive engagement, and 
 achievement in language and mathematics in elementary school children. 
International Journal of Psychology, 42(1), 2–15. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207590500411179 
Miele, D. B., Son, L. K., & Metcalfe, J. (2013). Children’s naive theories of intelligence 
 influence their metacognitive judgments. Child Development, 84(6), 1879–1886. 
 http://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12101 
Miserandino, M. (1996). Children who do well in school: Individual differences in 
perceived competence and autonomy in above-average children. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 88(2), 203–214. http://doi.org/10.1037/0022 
0663.88.2.203 
Mitchell, S., Foulger, T., Wetzel, K., & Rathkey, C. (2009). The negotiated project 
194 
 
approach: Project-based learning without leaving the standards behind. Early 
Childhood Education Journal, 36(4), 339-346. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-
008-0295-7 
Morgan, P. L., & Fuchs, D. (2007). Is there a bidirectional relationship between 
children’s reading skills and reading motivation? Exceptional Children, 73(2), 
165–183. https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290707300203 
Neal, J. W., & Neal, Z. P. (2013). Nested or networked? Future directions for ecological 
 systems theory. Social Development. http://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12018 
Newcomer, K., Hatry, H., & Wholey, J. (2010). Planning and designing useful 
evaluations. In J. Wholey, H. Hatry, & K. Newcomer (Eds.), Handbook of 
practical program evaluation (pp.1-29). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  
O’Connor, E., & McCartney, K. (2007). Examining teacher-child relationships and 
achievement as part of an ecological model of development. American 
Educational Research Journal, 44, 340-369. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0002831207302172 
Opdenakker, M., Maulana, R., & Brok, P. (2011). Teacher-student interpersonal 
relationships and academic motivation within one school year: Developmental 
changes and linkage. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 23(1), 95-
119. https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2011.619198 
Park, D., Gunderson, E. A., Tsukayama, E., Levine, S. C., & Beilock, S. L. (2016). 
Young children’s motivational frameworks and math achievement: Relation to 
teacher-reported instructional practices, but not teacher theory of intelligence. 
195 
 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 108(3), 300–313. 
http://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000064 
Patrick, B. C., Skinner, E. A., & Connell, J. P. (1993). What motivates children’s 
behavior and emotion? Joint effects of perceived control and autonomy in the 
academic domain. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65(4), 781–791. 
 http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.4.781 
Pew Research Center on Religion and Public Life. (2013). A Portrait of Jewish 
Americans. Pew Research Center’s Religion & Public Life Project, October 1, 
2013. Retrieved from  http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/jewish-american-
beliefs-attitudes-culture-survey/#about-the-survey 
Piaget, J. (1985). The equilibration of cognitive structures. The central problems of 
intellectual development. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Piaget, J. (1952). The origins of intelligence in children. New York :International 
Universities Press. 
Pintrich, P. R., & De Groot, E. V. (1990). Motivational and self-regulated learning 
 components of classroom academic performance. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 82(1), 33–40. http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.33 
Pomson, A. (2011). Day schools in the liberal sector: Challenges and opportunities at the 
 intersection. In H. Miller, L.D. Grant, & A. Pomson (Eds), International 
Handbook of Jewish Education (713–728). Netherlands: Springer.  
Price, H.E. (2015). Principals’ social interactions with teachers: How principal-teacher 
196 
 
social relations correlate with teachers’ perceptions of student engagement. 
Journal of Educational Administration, 53(1), 116-139. 
http://doi.org/10.1108/JEA-02-2014-0023 
Reeve, J. (2006). Teachers as facilitators: What autonomy-supportive teachers do and 
why their students benefit. The Elementary School Journal, 106(3), 225-236. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/501484 
Reeve, J. (2016). Autonomy-supportive teaching: What it is, how to do it. In W.C. Liu, 
J.C.K. Wang, R.M. Ryan (Eds). Building autonomous learners: Perspectives from 
research and practice using self-determination theory (pp.129-152). Springer: 
Singapore. 
Reeve, J., & Halusic, M. (2009). How K-12 teachers can put self-determination theory 
 principles into practice. Theory and Research in Education, 7(2), 145–154. 
 http://doi.org/10.1177/1477878509104319 
Reeve, J., Jang, H., Carrell, D., Jeon, S., & Barch, J. (2004). Enhancing students’ 
engagement by increasing teachers’ autonomy support. Motivation and Emotion, 
28(2), 147–169. http://doi.org/10.1023/B:MOEM.0000032312.95499.6f 
Reschly, A. L., & Christenson, S. L. (2012). Jingle, jangle, and conceptual haziness: 
Evolution and future directions of the engagement construct. In C. Wylie, S. L. 
Christenson, & A. L. Reschly (Eds.). Handbook of research on student 
engagement (pp. 3–19). New York:  Springer. 
Reyes, M. R. M., Brackett, M. A., Rivers, S. E., White, M., & Salovey, P. (2012). 
197 
 
Classroom emotional climate, student engagement, and academic achievement. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 104(3), 700–712. 
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0027268 
Rosenak, M. (2003). Educated Jews: Common elements. In S.Fox, I. Schleffler, & D. 
Marom (Eds.), Visions of Jewish Education (pp.178-200). Cambridge, UK: 
Cambridge University Press 
Rossi, P., Lipsey, M., & Freeman, H. (2004). Evaluation: A systematic approach. 
Thousands Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Rotter, J.B. (1966). "Generalized expectancies of internal versus external control of 
 reinforcements". Psychological Monographs, 80 (609). doi:10.1037/h0092976 
Ryan, A. M., & Patrick, H. (2001). The classroom social environment and changes in 
 adolescents’ motivation and engagement during middle school. American 
Educational Research Journal Summer, 38(2), 437–460. 
http://doi.org/10.3102/00028312038002437 
Ryan, R., & Deci, E. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic 
 motivation, social development, and well-being. The American Psychologist, 
55(1), 68–78. http://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68 
Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2013). Toward a social psychology of assimilation: Self 
determination theory in cognitive development and education. In B. W. Sokol, F. 
M. E. Grouzet, U. Muller (Eds.), Self-regulation and autonomy: Social and 
developmental dimensions of human conduct (pp. 191-207). Cambridge, England: 
Cambridge University Press. http://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139152198.014 
Saeed, S., & Zyngier, D. (2012). How motivation influences student engagement: A 
198 
 
qualitative case study. Journal of Education and Learning, 1(2), 252–267. 
 http://doi.org/10.5539/jel.v1n2p252 
Saldaña, J. (2009). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage Publications Ltd. 
Saunders, R. P., Evans, M. H., & Joshi, P. (2005). Developing a process-evaluation plan 
for assessing health promotion program implementation: A how-to guide. Health 
Promotion Practice, 6, 134–147. doi:10.1177/1524839904273387 
Scales, P. C, Syvertsen, A. K., Benson, P. L., Roehlkepartain, E. C., & Sesma, A., Jr. 
(2014).The relation of spiritual development to youth health and well-being: 
Evidence from a global study. In A. Ben-Arieh, F. Casas, I. Frones, & J. E. 
Korbin (Eds.) The handbook of child well-being (pp. 1101-1135). New York, NY: 
Springer. 
Schein, D. L. (2013). Research and reflections on the spiritual development of young 
Jewish children. Journal of Jewish Education, 79(3), 360–385. 
 http://doi.org/10.1080/15244113.2013.817238 
Schick, M. (2014). A Census of Jewish Day Schools in the United States 2013-2014. 
AviChai Foundation: New York.  
Schlechty, P. (2002). Working on the work. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Scott, T. M., Hirn, R. G., & Alter, P. J. (2014). Teacher instruction as a predictor for 
student engagement and disruptive behaviors. Preventing School Failure: 
Alternative Education for Children and Youth, 58(4), 193–200. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/1045988X.2013.787588 
Seligman, M. E. P. (1975). Helplessness: On Depression, Development, and Death. San 
199 
 
 Francisco: W. H. Freeman.  
Shadish, W., Cook, T., & Campbell, D. (2002). Experimental and quasi-experimental 
designs for generalized causal inference. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin. 
Shenton, A. K. (2004). Strategies for ensuring trustworthiness in qualitative research 
projects. Education for Information, 22, 63-75. https://doi.org/10.3233/EFI-2004-
22201 
Shire, M. J. (2011). Spirituality : The spiritual child and Jewish childhood. 301–318. 
 In H. Miller, L.D. Grant, & A. Pomson (Eds.), International Handbook of Jewish 
 Education (713–728). Netherlands: Springer.  
Skinner, E. A., & Belmont, M. J. (1993). Motivation in the classroom: Reciprocal effects 
of teacher-behavior and student engagement across the school year. Journal of 
 Educational Psychology, 85(4), 571–581. http://doi.org/Doi 10.1037/0022-
 0663.85.4.571 
Skinner, E. A., Furrer, C. J., Marchand, G., & Kindermann, T. A. (2008a). Engagement 
versus disaffection with learning: Student report. Psyctests. 
http://doi.org/10.1037/t05755-000 
Skinner, E., Furrer, C., Marchand, G., & Kindermann, T. (2008b). Engagement and 
disaffection in the classroom: Part of a larger motivational dynamic? Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 100(4), 765–781. http://doi.org/10.1037/a0012840 
Skinner, E. A., Kindermann, T. A., Connell, J. P., & Wellborn, J. G. (2009a). 
Engagement and disaffection as organizational constructs in the dynamics of 
motivational development. In K. R. Wenzel & A. Wigfield (Eds.), Educational 
200 
 
psychology handbook series.  Handbook of motivation at school (pp. 223-245). 
New York, NY, US: Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group. 
Skinner, E. A., Kindermann, T. A., & Furrer, C. J. (2009b). A motivational perspective 
on engagement and disaffection: Conceptualization and assessment of children's 
behavioral and emotional participation in academic activities in the classroom. 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 69(3), 493-525. doi:
 10.1177/0013164408323233 
Skinner, E. A., Kindermann, T. A., & Furrer, C. J. (2009c). Engagement versus 
disaffection with learning: Teacher report. Psyctests,
 http://doi.org/10.1037/t05757-000 
Skinner, E. A., & Pitzer, J. (2012). Developmental dynamics of engagement, coping, and 
 everyday resilience. In S. Christenson, A. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), The 
handbook of research on student engagement (pp. 21– 41). New York, NY: 
Springer Science. 
Skinner, E.A., Wellborn, J. G., & Connell, J. P. (1990). What it takes to do well in school 
and whether I’ve got it: A process model of perceived control and children’s 
engagement and achievement in school. Journal of Educational Psychology, 
82(1), 22–32.  http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.22 
Spillane, J. P., Reiser, B. J., & Reimer, T. (2002). Policy implementation and cognition: 
Reframing and refocusing implementation research. Review of Educational 
Research, 72, 387–431. doi:10.3102/00346543072003387 
Spilt, J.L., Hughes, J.N., Wu, J.Y., & Kwok, O.M. (2012). Dynamics of teacher-student 
201 
 
 relationships: stability and change across elementary school and the influence on 
 children's academic success. Child Development, July-Aug 83(4), 1180-1195. doi: 
 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01761 
Steiner, N. J., Sheldrick, R. C., Frenette, E. C., Rene, K. M., & Perrin, E. C. (2014). 
 Classroom behavior of participants with ADHD compared with peers: Influence 
of teaching format and grade level. Journal of Applied School Psychology, 30(3), 
209–222. http://doi.org/10.1080/15377903.2014.896297 
Stipek, D., & Gralinski, J. H. (1996). Children's beliefs about intelligence and school 
 performance. Journal of Educational Psychology, 88(3), 397-407. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.88.3.397 
Stipek, D. J., & Weisz, J. R. (1981). Perceived personal control and academic 
achievement. Review of Educational Research, 51(1), 101–137. 
 http://doi.org/10.3102/00346543051001101 
Strosberg, M. A., & Wholey, J. S. (1983). Evaluability assessment: From theory to
 practice in the department of health and human services. Public Administration
 Review, 43, 66–71. doi:10.2307/975301 
Taboada Barber, A. M., Buehl, M. M., & Beck, J. S. (2017). Dynamics of engagement 
and disaffection in a social studies classroom context. Psychology in the Schools, 
54(7),  736–755. http://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22027 
Tschannen-Moran, M. (2014). Trust Matters: Leadership for Successful Schools (2nd 
ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Thoonen, E. E. J., Sleegers, P. J. C., Oort, F. J., Peetsma, T. T. D., & Geijsel, F. P. 
(2011). How to improve teaching practices. Educational Administration 
202 
 
Quarterly, 47(3), 496–536. http://doi.org/10.1177/0013161x11400185 
Urdan, T., & Schoenfelder, E. (2006). Classroom effects on student motivation: Goal 
structures, social relationships, and competence beliefs. Journal of School 
Psychology, 44(5), 331–349. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.04.003 
van der Zee, T., Hermans, C., & Aarnoutse, C. (2008). Influence of students’ 
characteristics  and feelings on cognitive achievement in religious education. 
Educational Research and Evaluation, 14(2), 119–138. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/13803610801956630 
Vermeer, P. (2012). Meta-concepts, thinking skills and religious education. British 
Journal of Religious Education, 34(3), 333–347 
http://doi.org/10.1080/01416200.2012.663748 
Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological 
processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Wang, H.-Y., Huang, I., & Hwang, G.-J. (2016). Comparison of the effects of project 
based computer programming activities between mathematics-gifted students and 
average students. Journal of Computers in Education, 3(1), 33–45. 
http://doi.org/10.1007/s40692-015-0047-9 
Wang, M. T., & Fredricks, J. A. (2014). The reciprocal links between school engagement, 
 youth problem behaviors, and school dropout during adolescence. Child 
Development, 85(2), 722–737. http://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12138 
Wechsler, D. (2003). Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Fourth Edition. San 
Antonio, TX: The Psychological Corporation. 
Weimer, M. (2013). Learner-centered teaching: Five key changes to practice. San 
203 
 
Francisco: Jossey Bass.  
Weiner, B (1985). An attributional theory of achievement motivation and emotion. 
 Psychological Review, 92(4): 548–573. doi:10.1037/0033-295x.92.4.548 
Weissman, E. (2017). Needs Assessment. Unpublished manuscript. School of Education, 
Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, MD.  
Weissman, E. (2018). Theory of Treatment and Logic Model Paper. Unpublished 
manuscript, School of Education, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, MD.  
Wentzel, Kathryn R., & Wigfield, A. (1998). Academic and social motivation influence 
on students’ academic performance. Educational Psychology Review, 10(2), 155–
175. Retrieved from http://www.ou.edu/cls/online/lstd3673/pdf/socialgoals.pdf 
Whitlock, A.M., & Brugar, K.A. (2017). How does a cowboy make money? Using 
student curiosities to further elementary school inquiries. The Social Studies, 
108(3), 79-86. 
Wigfield, A., & Eccles, J. S. (2000). Expectancy–value theory of motivation. 
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25, 68–81.  
Wigfield, A., & Eccles, J. S. (2002). The development of competence beliefs, 
expectancies for success, and achievement values from childhood through 
adolescence. In A. Wigfield & J. S. Eccles (Eds.), Development of Achievement 
Motivation (pp. 197- 220). San Diego, CA, US: Academic Press. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-012750053-9/50010-3 
Wigfield, A., Guthrie, J. T., Tonks, S., & Perencevich, K. C. (2004). Children’s 
204 
 
motivation for reading: Domain specificity and instructional influences. The 
Journal of Educational Research, 97(6), 299–310. 
http://doi.org/10.3200/JOER.97.6.299-310 
Wigfield, A., Guthrie, J.T., Perencevich, K.C., Taboada, A., Klauda, S.L.,  Mcrae, A. & 
Barbosa, P. (2008). Role of reading engagement in mediating effects of reading  
comprehension instruction on reading outcomes. Psychology in the Schools, 
45(5), 432-445. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20307 
 Woocher, J. (2012). Reinventing Jewish education for the 21st century. Journal of 
Jewish Education, 78(3), 182–226. http://doi.org/10.1080/15244113.2012.700636 
Young-Jones, A., Copeland-Cara, K.,  & Levesque-Bristol , C. (2014) Verbal and 
behavioral cues: Creating an autonomy-supportive classroom, Teaching in Higher 












Elana Weissman has served as the Lower School Counselor at Beth Tfiloh Dahan 
Community School in Baltimore, Maryland, over the past six years. In the fall of 2019, 
she will assume the role of Director of Teaching and Learning of the Beth Tfiloh Lower 
School. Prior to her work at Beth Tfiloh, Dr. Weissman taught second and fourth grade at 
Charles E. Smith Jewish Day School in Rockville, Maryland. She is a proud graduate of 
Barnard College, received her Masters in Social Work from University of Maryland, and 
earned a Doctorate in Education from Johns Hopkins University. Elana lives in 
Baltimore, Maryland with her husband and three young daughters. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
